


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


MONDAY, MAY 26, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph C. O’Mahoney, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators O’Mahoney, Hayden, Maybank, Ferguson, and 


Young. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


ArRorAFT AND RELATED PROCUREMENT 


STATEMENTS OF HON. THOMAS K. FINLETTER, SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE; GEN. NATHAN F. TWINING, ACTING CHIEF OF 
STAFF; HON. ROSWELL GILPATRIC, UNDER SECRETARY; LT. 
GEN. CHARLES B. STONE III, COMPTROLLER; AND MAJ. GEN. 
MANUEL J. ASENSIO, DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET 


MAINTAINING AIR SUPERIORITY 


Senator O’Manonry. The committee will please come to order. 

This morning we have been assembled to hear the Department of 
the Air Force with respect to the details of the appropriations re- 
quested and as cut by the House of Representatives. 

Secretary Finletter, we felt that it was important that you should 
open this hearing, because your complete story, I think, was not told 
at the last meeting. It will be remembered that this committee a year 
ago put $5 billion of unbudgeted funds into the Senate appropria- 
tions bill for the purpose of expanding air power. It was not intended 
to be solely for the Air Force but for air power through the Navy, 
also. When the committee put that in, it knew very well that it would 
not survive the conference. It knew that it would be impossible to 
expend such a sum of money within a 12 months’ period. But the 
underlying feeling of the committee was that it would be.a spur to the 
Department of Defense to make a recommendation to the budget and 
to the Congress for the scientific development of air power. 

We felt that it was a matter which required the closest study by the 
military experts and that. when the budget was submitted for 1953, 
we would have before us the considered judgment of the Department 
of Defense as to what the United States should do to maintain superi- 
ority in the air, 
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Unfortunately that did not transpire. When you appeared here 
with Secretary Lovett before this committee at the beginning of our 
session when we had our first public session and Secretary Lovett 
described the budget as one that was building toward 143 wings, I asked 
the Secretaries, and others did likewise, if there should be a definition 
as to what was meant by the use of the word “toward.” Was it an 
acknowledgment that the funds in the budget would not achieve a 
143-wing Air Force? And the answer was that it would not. Then, 
when you took the stand, I asked you particularly if you were satisfied 
with the situation which had developed and you said you were not. 
Now, perhaps a little history is worth repeating at this point. 


PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION ON STUDY OF ATR POWER 


You were chairman of a commission which was appointed by the 
President, as I recall, for the purpose of studying this simple question 
of what the United States should do to maintain supremacy in the air. 
You recommended years ago, as head of that commission, that we 
should have 70 groups; the word “group” was used at that time instead 
of “wings.” That report was received with a great deal of approval in 
the country, as I recall. 

The feeling was that the commission had made an objective study 
and had come up with what appeared to be a sound recommndation. 
Thereafter, however, the Department of Defense did not see fit to go 
along with that recommendation and a budget estimate was submitted 
for considerably less than 70 air groups. We had a struggle in the 
Congress between the Senate and the House and the Executive with 
respect to what should be done. 


MONEY APPROPRIATED BUT NOT SPENT 


When the appropriation bill came to the Senate it carried money for 
58 wings or 58 groups. Inthe committee some of us sought to maintain 
that status. But the committee cut it down to 48 on the plea that it 
was unnecessary to spend that amount of money at that time and 
unwise and that if Russia attacked at 3 o’clock in the morning we 
would be ready at 4 o’clock in the morning, so it was not essential to 
spend the money. 

Then the debate went to the floor of the Senate and a motion was 
made to restore the House figure for 58 groups, but it was defeated. 
Only nine Senators voted for the 58-group Air Force. 

In the conference, however, the House conferees stood firm and 
some of the Senate conferees stood with them, we wrote into the final 
bill money for 58 groups for the United States Air Force, but the 
money was not spent. Of course it was tied up by Executive order 
of the President and I understand the money was not spent. 


PRODUCTION STRETCH-OUT 


So we are now with testimony that we are building toward 143 win 
instead of 70 groups, as was the proposal several years ago, and that in 
the face of this, with the stretch-out occasioned by the reduction made 
by the Bureau of the Budget and a further stretch-out indicated by 
the limitation on expenditures, we would seem again to be in this inde- 
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cisive swing back and forth between whether or not we want to 
obtain and maintain for the United States superior air power. 

That is the situation as it appears to the chairman, and I think it is 
a situation that has to be made perfectly clear to this committee, to 
the Senate, to the Congress, and to the country. I hope you will open 
up on that. 

Senator Frrcuson. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to leave the 
thought that as a member of the committee I would like to know what 
it will take to have superiority in the air. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes, of course. Yes, indeed; that is essential. 

Senator Frreuson. We swing back and forth. What is the re- 
quirement now and in the future to have superiority and keep su- 
periority ? 

Senator Maypank. The great thing that worries me is how much 
we can spend this year and how much has to be contract authority. 
We do not have contract authority any more, but we have to have an 
appropriation. The people are confused. I have always been one here 
to try to stand by the Air Force. I was one of the few who voted for 
= 58. As a matter of fact, I offered the amendment for the $5 

illion. 

The contract authority has the people so confused as against the 
cash outlay. That is the trouble with the problem of the $104 billion 
for the armed services. 


EXCESSIVE LEAD TIME 


Senator Frercuson. This lead time continues to be so long. I want 
to know whether or not there is something that can be done on that 
question, whether or not it would not be better to get the wings than 
it would to continually be changing and not have them. 

Senator O’Manonry. In other words, to freeze design ? 

Senator Fercuson. That is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. To freeze design and build some planes? 

Senator Fereuson. Yes; rather than to have it said today we could 
not take on a war because we have not sufficient planes. 


LAND-BASED PLANES VERSUS STRATEGIC BOMBERS 


Senator O’Manoney. That, of course, also raises the question of 
land-based planes versus strategic bombers. That causes a very great 
question. of expense. So far as land bases are concerned, overseas 
bases are of great political insecurity. 

Senator Frreuson. Then we come to the question whether or not 
we should base them where we have security. 

Senator O’Manoney. That brings in the air-carrier business again. 

Senator Frreuson. Yes; and whether the carrier can do the job. 

Secretary Finterrer. I have a statement that I think Senator May- 
bank may be interested in before he leaves. 

Senator O’Manonrey. I wish to say that Senator McCarthy wants 
me to let you know he cannot be here this morning but he intended to 
read your testimony in great detail. 

Mr. Secretary, will you please make your summary for Senator 
Maybank ? 
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ISSUE OF AIR SUPREMACY OVER THE RUSSIANS 


_ Secretary Fivierrer. Mr. Chairman, I will come back to these ques- 
tions which you and Senator Ferguson have raised. If I may, I 
would like to make one general statement on the question raised by 
Senator Maybank. I am gratified at the chairman’s opening remarks. 
I think the issue before this committee is really whether or not we 
are going to get and maintain air superiority over the Russians. By 
a series of unfortunate events the plans of the Department of Defense 
providing for us to get that superiority have been very seriously 
weakened at least in a tentative stage. I believe there are several 
events that have tended to weaken us. 

Senator Maysank. Why do you not go ahead and let me go to the 
committee and get the committee daxtel tnd I will get Congressman 
Brown to preside and I will get back here. I will be back here in 10 
or 15 minutes. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT FUND 


Secretary Fryterrer. I was going to say something very compli- 
mentary about the Senator’s $5 billion defense fund. I might say 
that $5 billion defense fund was the first step toward getting the kind 
of force by the time we had to have it in order to get superiority over 
the Russians, and I consider the defeat of the amendment which you 
first proposed was the first blow to the high objective. 

Senator Mayspank. Could you have moved faster if we could have 
had it? 

Secretary Finuetrer. Yes, definitely. 

Senator Fercuson. Why was it said it could not be used? We had 
information from the Department it could not be used. 

Secretary Frntetrer. I assert now and I asserted then it could have 
been used. 

Senator Maysnank. You came back in here and told us that. That 
is why we put it in. : That is the only reason I did it. I talked to you 
at dinner that night. 

Secretary Frntetrer. There was no question of the ability to use it. 
That is a complicated question into which I would like to go later. 

Senator Maypanx. The same thing was said when the President or 
Mr. Johnson canceled the funds we had appropriated 2 or 3 years ago. 


PROGRAM SET-BACKS 


Secretary Finuerrer. This is what happened in three successive 
blows to this program. The first one was the defeat of the amendment 
which Senator Maybank proposed. That came immediately after the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the civilian Secretaries of the Department 
of Defense had set up what they considered to be the kind of force 
which would get and maintain air superiority over the Russians, be- 
cause it was in October of last year, 1951, that this decision to move 
toward the 143-wing force was made and approved by all the au- 
thorities, military and civilian, within the Department of Defense. 

But the date then becomes important because it does not make any 
sense to say that you need 143 wings—you need 143 wings related to 
a point in time, because it is as of that point in time that you calculate 
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the enemy’s capabilities and determine the requirements you have to 
meet in order to match the enemy’s capabilities. 

Senator Fzreuson. What do you contend today to be the Russian’s 
number of wings compared to our size of wings? 

Secretary Finterrer. Senator, I think if you put it in numbers of 
wings or numbers of airplanes you get into the numbers business and 
that is a little misleading. 

Senator Frrcuson. The only reason I said wings was to compare 
them to ours, otherwise you are not getting in numbers at all. 


NUMBER OF RUSSIAN PLANES 


_ Secretary Finuerrer. If you take the 20,000 airplanes that we be- 
heve are in units in the Russian Air Force, you have there about 250 
wings, something of that order, depending on the number of planes in 
a wing. 

DETERMINATION OF UNITED STATES WING STRENGTH 


But the important thing about the Russian strength is that it is 
improving in quality. If I may go on for a moment on my point in 
time, the first point in time and the important thing to keep in our 
mind is the point of departure, October 1951, when the decision was 
made by the Department of Defense that we needed 143 wings and . 
we needed them by 1954. Now, why the middle of 1954? For two 
reasons, one, because that was the first stage—— 

Senator Ferevuson. Is that fiscal or calendar ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. At the end of fiscal 1954, the middle of calen- 
dar 1954. The reason that that date was chosen was that it was the 
first date on which we could get this kind of force. I do not think 
anybody doubted for a moment that we would have need of very much 
stronger forces than we have right today. Therefore, we must not 
regard midcalendar 1954 as a critical period preceded by a non- 
critical period up to then. It is the earliest time during a generally 
critical period that we can get the kind of forces we need. 

Now, in our calculations as to what we needed—what we needed in 
terms, for example, of medium bombers, what we needed in terms of 
electronic countermeasures, what we needed in terms of fighter bomb- 
ers for the tactical job and interceptors for the defense force—we 
calculated all of that with respect to our intelligence estimate of Rus- 
sian capability as of the middle of the calendar year 1954. 


EXPENDITURE LIMITATION IMPOSED 


What happened? I do not have to point out to this committee that 
to get a force in 1956 which is calculated to do the job it has to do 
in 1954, is to weaken the force immeasurably. What happened? The 
first thing was that the Bureau of the Budget imposed an expenditure 
limitation of $60 billion for all purposes, including MSA and we had 
to change our program and move it out a year. This is shown rather 
graphically by the chart which I have submitted to this committee 
before, because this shows the stretch-out. 

Now, up here at the top is this solid red line which shows on the 
chart the number of fully modern wings that the Air Force would have. 
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‘Here are the years. This is the end of 1952, end of 1953, end of 1954. 
We submitted a program which would have brought into being 126 
combat wings, which is the same as the 148 total Lota: substantially 
complete by the end of 1954. Now we would have had a force which 
was capable of doing its job had we gotten the money, but to get that 
it would have been highly desirable to have had that $5 billion fund 
that Senator Maybank proposed to this committee. 

By the way, I may say, Senator Hayden has not seen this chart be- 
fore. This dotted line is the total number of wings, modern and non- 
modern. I suggest for this purpose we disregard all of these dotted 
lines because what we are talking about are the modernized wings. 

Now, you will notice they all come up to this line, which is shown 
on the chart in blue, marked the critical period. That was the date 
with respect to which the need for these wings was calculated. We 
would have gotten substantially there with the budget which we orig- 
inally submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator O’Manoney. May I interrupt you, Mr. Secretary, at that 
point, because I think it is very important to have the record show that 
you are now talking in terms of the chart which has a goal of 126 
wings. From this chart, however, there has been completely excluded 
apparently from all consideration the aircraft which are needed to 
carry parachute troops and the like. 


WING ORGANIZATION 


Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir; let me elaborate on that. The com- 
bat wings are, according to our definition, and it is an arbitrary one, di- 
vided among the three fighting operations. These figures which I 
will not put on the record are the figures in the so-called 126 combat 
wing force. You will notice that number of bombers, that number 
of reconnaissance planes and that number of fighters. Those are the 
planes which will carry the atomic bomb in a counterattack against 
any enemy that might take uson. In the air defense job we have that 
number of fighter wings. In the tactical job, which is mainly the de- 
fense of NATO but which does have other responsibilities, we have 
that number of bombers, that number of reconnaissance planes and 
that number of fighter planes. That all adds up to 126 wings in these 
three fighting jobs, strategic, air defense, and tactical. 

But in addition, and this is where this figure of 148. comes in, there 
are 17 troop carrier wings, the kind of transport planes which carry 
the troops into combat. I am not going to complicate the explanation 
any more, but there are a lot of other supporting squadrons which all 
do important jobs. We call this 126 combat wing force or 143 wing 
total force. 

Senator Fercuson. How many planes was that? 

Secretary Frnuetrer. It depends. For instance, in this item I am 
pointine to now, the number for the heavies is 30, and for the mediums 
is 45. For these I think the number is 54. For these the number is 
75. These are 75. These are 75. If you take a mean of about 60, that 
would make about 7,500 combat planes. 

Senator O’Manonry. The important thing to know, sir, is whether 
when you asked for 21.4 billion you were asking for money to provide 
these combat wings as described on this chart or whether that money 
included the transport planes which make up the 143. 
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ORIGINAL BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Secretary Fryierrer. Yes, sir. The money would have included 
the total Air Force. It would have included the total 143 and indeed 
it would have also included the necessary money for the supporting 
squadrons, such as MATS, assault transports, tow targets, reserve 
planes, and everything else in the whole gamut of the Air Force. The 
point I want to come back to is that we could have gotten to this level 
at the time at which we would have had to have it had we gotten the 

21.4 billion, which was originally submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Budget then cut us from this figure of $21.4 billion to 
$20.7 billion, and the effect of that is shown in this middle section of 
this chart. Parenthetically this chart without the numbers on it is 
contained in my presentation. 

Senator Frercuson. Mr. Secretary, with respect to the Air Force 
pn of $26,745,672.000, how much did you contemplate in that 

ure ¢ 

Miectetkity Fintetrer. Let me interrupt myself to clarify it. Here 
are the figures that are presently before this committee. 

Senator Frrevuson. The figure I have here is the Air Force request 
of $26 billion to the office of the Secretary of Defense. What were 
you figuring on in that figure ? 

Secretary FrNverrer. The figure presented to the Secretary of 
Defense goes back of this one. The figure presented to the Secretary 
of Defense was, as I remember it 

Senator Frerevson. This is $1,730,379,000 in contract authority. 
They are the same figures that you are using; I mean the same items 
are included as 21.369 billion, which you are using as 21.4. You hada 
7 in for $26,475,000,000. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. No, sir; I will explain that. The original 
figure was submitted by the Air Staff and then there were various 
meetings, with General Vandenberg, which Mr. Gilpatric and General 
Twining and I attended, of the Air Staff, to go over that figure and 
we cut itdown. The Air Force itself cut that figure of theirs down to 
a figure of about $22.4 billion. 

Senator Frrcuson. Whose figures are these $26,475,000,000?% The 
Director of the Budget gives these figures headed, “Air Force request 
to OSD.” General Asensio, I think, prepared it. 

General Asensi0. That is correct, sir. 

Secretary Finierrer. The figure of $26 billion, may I explain that. 
The question is historically how did that $26 billion figure get down 
to the—— 

Senator Feravson. No, my question is how many wings would that 
have provided for. 





SUPPORTING ELEMENTS OF WING FORMATION 


Secretary Frxierrer. The same thing. You see, sir, as I propose 
to try to explain, because it is very important, the cost of getting wings 
depends upon the supporting strength, for example, the number of 
personnel and whether there are any supporting aircraft to take care 
of combat attrition and that sort of thing. What happened was that 
between that $26 billion figure that you have there and this $21.4 
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billion figure here, the Air Force pruned its request for personnel and 
aircraft in a way which I propose to describe in some detail and which 
is taking some serious risks in terms of not having aircraft in reserve 
and cutting personnel drastically. 


ACTION ON WORKING BUDGET FIGURE 


After the Air Force cut it down to $22 billion there were some meet- 
ings between Secretary Lovett, Secretary Foster, and ourselves in 
which by agreement we pruned it even a little bit more and took fur- 
ther chances in cutting down items. The final Air Force request is 
this figure. That 26 was only a tentative estimate, a sort of bench 
mark from which we proceeded. We whittled that down ourselves to 
that figure. 

Senator Frreuson. But you did not take any plates out? 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, sir. We did not take any of these planes 
out. 
Senator Fereuson. What are “these” for the record? You did not 
take any of what out? 

Secretary Finuerrer. We did not take any of the planes of the so- 
called combat type out. We did, however, take planes out in MATS, 
and we also took planes out of the reserves and we generally put in a 
very tight efficiency program in the so-called supporting squadrons. 
But the main economy we made is in the personnel and in the failure 
to provide combat reserves, which I will come to in my presentation. 
We have no combat reserves for those planes. We did not take any 
units but we took planes out in that sense; yes, sir. 

I am getting way off from where I started, but the normal thin 
for a combat force such as this one, is to have a certain number o 
planes and pilots in reserve so that when they get into combat and 
take a very heavy attrition and before your production catches up so 
that you can replace it, you have reserves to go in and take the place 
of those that have fallen. We have no reserves. To that extent we 
took planes out. 


PLANE LOSSES IN KOREA 


Senator Fercuson. We lost about 1,400, according to this morning’s 

paper in Korea, is that about correct ? 
ecretary Frnuerrer. No, sir; I have a different figure. 

Senator Frrcuson. I just used the newspaper figures, 

Secretary Finuerrer. The figures I have of the total losses are 957. 

Senator Frreuson. Is that from all? 

Secretary Finuerrer. That is everything, including Navy, de- 
stroyed. 

Senator Frrevson. That is take-off destruction and everything 
else or is that from enemy fire ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. That is combat. 

Senator Frerevuson. The figure that seems to be in the paper was 
1,400, when you figure all kinds of attrition. 

Secretary Finuerrer. That might be about right. I just do not 
happen to know the figure, but it sounds about right. 

“ — Ferrcuson. Have we kept up in manufacturing to supply 

that loss 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 569 


Secre Finuetrer. Yes, sir; we have. 

Senator Fercuson. Have we as many planes now as before? 

Mr. Grzpatric. Our production now is over 500a month. _ 

Senator Frreuson. But of the kind of planes we are losing, are 
wet 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir, we are—of the better kind of planes. 
We are more than replacing Korean losses. 

With the permission of the chairman, I would like to go back to 
this story, because I have lost my sequence in it. 


DOWNWARD REVISION OF ORIGINAL BUDGET 


The point I want to make, Senator, is that if we had gotten what we 
asked for and we really pruned it—and I propose to show you how 
in a moment, and we pruned it by taking some serious chances—we 
could have gotten to this post when we should have.gotten to this 
point. We would have had the kind of force we ought to have. Now, 
as a result of the stretch-out ordered by the Bureau of the Budget, to 
which I have already referred, which ordered us to so arrange our 
obligations that our expenditures during fiscal year 1953, together 
with those of the rest of the Department of Defense, and MSA would 
not exceed $60 billion, we revised our request. down to 20.7 billion 
and that is the re which I am now asking for, but the effect you 
will notice is to delay the readiness date, the substantial readiness date, 
until the end of fiscal year 1955. 


MILITARY RISK 


Now, I have always said, and I want to repeat that now, there is 
a substantial element of military risk. With the chairman’s per- 
mission, I would like to explain why. 

Senator O’Manoney. Before you go off the record, I think I can 
say to you that the impression which I gained from the testimony of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff when they were here, with the chairman pres- 
ent, was from the military point of view they still believe we should 
have the 143 wings by the middle of 1954. 

Secretary Finterrer. Yes, sir, and I wish to say I think exact] 
the same thing, which is exactly what I said a moment ago, and 
want to repeat it. 

Senator O’Manoney. I want to make it clear upon this record 
that the military recommendation is one thing and the appropriation 
bill we have before us and the budget which we have before us is 
another one. 

Secretary Frnverrer. Yes, sir, that is absolutely correct: From the 
military point of view, the time we ought to have this 126 combat wing 
force is 1954 or earlier, if we could. 

Now, may I go off the record ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STRATEGIO AIR OPERATION 


Secretary Frnterrer. May I now point out what the effect of the 
House cut is. You will notice that on the chart I have designated a 
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certain date here, the end of fiscal year 1954, as the critical period. 
The black line on this chart with the various numbers of wings that 
we will have in modernized forces reaches a certain level at the 
critical period. And then the line goes out not yet reaching the 126. 
level and reaching it only about the end of fiscal 1957. 

The point, gentlemen, is that, in the case of the strategic air opera- 
tion, it gives us a force out here which was calculated to be able to take 
care of the state of Russian defenses at the end of fiscal year 1954, it 
gives us a force which I am not willing to assure this committee will 
do the job. 

Senator Youne. What effect would this additional $5 billion that 
the Senate voted last year have on your potentiality now? 

Secretary Frxierrer. If we had had the Senate $5 billion figure of 
last October, we would have pulled back our date of complete readi- 
ness of the whole 126 wings from the middle of fiscal year 1955 to the 
end of fiscal year 1954. The only reason that the damaging action 
of our not having gotten the $5 billion was not greater is that we have 
been authorized to have partial financing in this year—anticipating 
that we will get some money out of the Congress during the fiscal year 
1953. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I summarize what you have said so that 
I will be sure that I understand what you mean ? 

When you presented your budget request to the Department of De- 
fense, after having beeen hammered down a little bit, you asked for 
$21.4 billion, which would have given you 126 combat wings, as you 
have described them, by July 1, 1954. That was cut back so that your 
request was $20.7 billion, which you are now asking, and that sum 
would give you 126 wings, by the first of July 1955, a year later than 
you had planned. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE CUT ON WING PROGRAM 


The House bill, with its additional cut-back, will prevent you from 
getting 126 wings until the first of July 1957. 

Secretary Frnterrer. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Frereuson. Mr. Finletter, I take those figures, with 21.4 
billion, you get 124 wings; with the $19 billion you get 87; with 
$2.400,000,000 difference, the difference in wings is 37, is that correct? 

Secretary Fin.errer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. You said before that when you took the $6 
billion off the $26 billion that I was using here, $26,745,000,000, that 
you had practically the same number of wings. : 

Secretary Frxuetter. With a substantial loss of airplanes in re- 
serve and other items cut out of the supporting: establishment. ; 

Senator Frreuson. If we gave the Air Force $2,400,000,000 this 
year, you would have 124 wings on what date? 

Secretary Frxierrer. We have lost time, sir. If you gave us this 
20.7 billion and you gave us $2.4 billion, a figure I do not quite 
identify 





Senator Frerevson. Where I get the $2.4 billion? That is $21.4 
billion and the 19, which is what the House gave. 
Secretary Fryierrer. No, sir, the House cut us to 19 from that. 
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Senator O’Manonry. If we gave you $2.4 billion in adddition to 
the 19 that is in the bill now, you would be back to what you were 
mnapes ig when you submitted it to the budget. 

cretary Frnterrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fereuson. That. would give you 37 wings. 

Secretary Fivuerrer. Yes, sir, it would give us a little beyond that. 
I would understand we would have 124 wings about the middle of 
fiscal year 1955 or maybe a little sooner because we have lost now 6 
months of this year. 

MACHINE TOOLS 


Senator Frrcuson. Have you the tools and the capacity to do that? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir. Here is the point I want to make 
abundantly clear: The shortage of machine sess and to a very much 
lesser extent the shortage of raw materials did increase our lead time. 
The lead time was our major preoccupation up until October 1951. 
It is still a preoccupation. But up until October 1951 the Congress 
was giving us the money that was needed to get the wings we were 
authorized to get by the time we were supposed to get them. From 
October 1951 the difficulty has been money. Our production difficul- 
ties are lessening rapidly. In the case of raw materials, they have 
been reduced to a minimum. 

Senator Ferauson. Then the last cut-backs we had, what was known 
as stretch out, was that because of money, machine tools, capacity, 
that is, plant capacity ? 

Secretary Finterrer. Money. 

Senator Frrcuson. Then that was done by the Air Force itself, 
the stretch out ? 

Secretary Frnverrer. You are referring, sir—— 

Senator Fercuson. No, I am not talking about the stretch out of 
the schedule. 

Secretary Finuerrer. These figures all give effect to the A—16. 

Senator Frreuson. Why was that stretch off that we have had in 
the last few months? 

Secretary Finterrer. It is entirely a fiscal operation, nothing to do 
with preduction whatsoever. 

Senator Frreuson. It was money alone? 

Secretary Finterrer. Completely money. 


NATIONAL EMERGENCY FUND 


Senator O’Manoney. Let us get this on the record now, so that 
there will be no doubt as to where the Congress stood last year. I 
want to read into the record the report which this committee made 
on September 7, 1951. It authorized me to submit this report and 
this is what I submitted to the Senate : 


It was apparent to the committee that additional air power and supporting 
forees are required better to prepare the defense of the United States against 
sudden attack or other emergencies threatening the national security. The 
committee was unanimous in its belief that no time should be lost in the expan- 
sion of air power, but although there is an agreement within the Department of 
Defense and among the Joint Chiefs of Staff that additional air power and 
supporting forces are required, the details as to size and composition of the 
additional forces have not yet been completed. For this reason there was not 
available to the committee specific amounts of additional funds required by 
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appropriation. It was decided therefore, to provide the national emergency 
fund of $5 billion to be utilized by the Secretary of Defense, after consultation 
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and with the approval of the President, under the 
restriction, however, that before the funds may be allocated for use, a report 
must be made to the Appropriations Committees and the Armed Services Com- 
mittees of the House and the Senate 10 days prior to the actual transfer. 


Senator O’Manonry. In other words, we were saying, “You have 
not come to us with the details by which you could make this expan- 
sion, but you are agreed that it ought to be made, and we agree that 
it ought to be made. Therefore, we will provide an emergency fund 
but we will require that before this emergency fund is allocated to the 
actual production of air power, we shall be notified.” 


AIR FORCE EXPANSION 


Then the report went on: 


It is the opinion of the committee that the Department of Defense should 
expedite the preparation for plans as to size and composition of the additional 
forces and that these forces to be expanded include the United States Air Force 
and Navy, including the Marines. 

The committee further recommends that the Armed Services Committees of 
Congress undertake at the earliest possible moment the necessary studies of the 
kind and character of expansion desirable, so that there may be complete co- 
operation among the services and between the Department of Defense and the 
Congress. The purpose of the committee is to make sufficient funds available to 
permit an immediate start toward acquiring necessary additional air power. 
The fund here provided is for transfer principally to the following appropriations : 
for the Department of the Air Force, aircraft and related procurement, major 
procurement other than aircraft, maintenance and operation, acquisition and 
construction of real property; for the Department of the Navy, construction of 
aircraft and related procurement, aircraft and facilities, Marine Corps troops 
and facilities and public works. It is not planned to use any of these funds for 
the expansion of Army aviation, but the committee recognizes that it may be 
necessary to use the facilities of the Finance Service and the Ordnance Service 
of the Army and for this purpose not to exceed 5 percent of the aggregate amount 
authorized in this national emergency fund may be utilized for transfer to these 
services. 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT 


Senator O’Manony. Now, that was the position, not only of this 
committee, but it was the position of the Senate. When the bill went 
to conference, however, that amendment—and I will put the text of 
both these amendments in the record here—was changed and the fund 
was reduced to $1 billion, but with this statement on the part of 
the managers of the House, a statement which was submitted to the 
House on October 4, 1951: 


Amendment No. 3 relating to an emergency fund for the constructon of air- 
eraft and related procurement provides funds in the amount of $333 million 
for transfer to the appropriation “Construction of aircraft and related procure- 
ment,” Department of the Navy, and $667 million for transfer to the appro- 
priation “Aircraft and related procurement, Department of the Air Force,” as 
proposed by the House. The purpose of this amendment is to provide an addi- 
tional fund for the procurement of aircraft and related procurement in order 
that there will be sufficient funds to place orders for long-lead-time procurement. 
This amount should be sufficient to enable the Departments concerned to make 
any necessary procurement for the next few months when proper presentations 
can be made to the Congress for further consideration of the entire procurement 


problem. 
(The two amendments referred to follow :) 
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SENATE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT TO H. R. 5054 
“NATIONAL EMERGENCY FUND 


“For transfer by the Secretary of Defense for urgent Military requirements, 
after consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and with the approval of the 
President, to any appropriation for military functions under the Department of 
Defense, to be expended to expedite the procurement and facility programs of 
the Department of Defense necessary to provide for an expansion of air power 
and necessary supporting forces for the United States Air Force and the United 
States Navy to be merged with and to be available for the same purposes, and 
for the same time period, as the appropriation to which transferred, $500,000,000 
for expenditure during fiscal year 1952 and thereafter and $4,500,000,000 for 
expenditure during fiscal year 1953 and thereafter for the purposes authorized 
in this paragraph: Provided, That the limitation on the availability of any 
appropriation to which transfers are made hereunder is hereby increased by 
the amount of any such transfers: Provided further, That a report of transfers 
proposed under this item shall be made to the Appropriations Committees and 
the Armed Services Committees of the Cengress ten days prior to the actual 
transfer.” 


CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TO H. R. 5054 


“EXPANSION OF UNITED STATES AIR POWER 


“For the purpose of providing continuous expansion of United States air 
power by providing additional construction of aircraft and related procurement, 
Department of the Navy, $333,000,000; and by providing additional aircraft and 
related procurement, Department of the Air Force, $637,000,000.”” 


LACK OF BUDGET PLANNING FOR EXPANSION OF AIR POWER 


Senator Ferguson. Was that done, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is one of the questions we have to find 
out. 

Senator Fercuson. It was not sent up to Congress as requested ? 

Senator O’Manoney. When the budget was submitted at the be- 
ginning of 1952 for fiscal year 1953, it did not in my judgment con- 
tain the commitments and recommendations and designs for the ex- 
panded Air Force which the Congress directed in the appropriation 

ill that was adopted on the 18th or 19th of October last year. 

Senator Frercuson. I agree with the Chair. That is the reason I 
asked the question. We even anticipated a supplemental along that 
line. 

Senator O’Manonery. Certainly. In other words, Congress in un- 
mistakable terms asked for an expansion of air power. e are not 
getting it, I think, in the terms that we planned. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I have been a 
strong believer in a much larger Air Force than we have had and I 
have followed that policy ever since I came to the Senate, but some- 
how we are not able to get results. 


PUBLIC OPINION ON BUDGET ECONOMY 


Senator Haypen. Might I make a statement. We do know the effect 
of public opinion upon the Congress. We saw it when it was supposed 
to be a phony war, and the House only by one vote continued Selec- 
tive Service System. We saw it again right after the armistice when 
the demand was to bring the boys home, we demobilized hastily, and 
we left in Europe and the South Pacific and everywhere else billions 
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of dollars’ worth of military equipment. That is the pressure to my 
mind that has been placed upon the Congress now. That is the reason, 
if there is any reason at all, for the action taken by the Bureau of the 
Budget in reducing your figure and the same is the basis for the action 
in the Congress, because the country is being told by the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States, the Associated State Chambers of 
Commerce, the National Association of Manufacturers, and a great 
many other organizations of that kind—at least judging by my mail, 
because the local commercial organizations and local businessmen all 
over the United States are writing in to their Senators and their Con- 
gressmen—‘We cannot afford this money.” You say it is a question 
of money. Then the pressure comes from all over the United States 
on the Congress not to appropriate the money, to put it off, to delay it 
and stretch it out. ‘That pressure has undoubtedly had its effect: on 
the Bureau of the Budget. It has had its effect on the House of Rep- 
resentatives in the action it has taken. 


QUESTION OF GREATER INFLATION 


Now, the question I want to ask you is: Do you as a businessman, 
and those in the Department of Defense who are businessmen, do you 
believe that we can afford the money, and if so, where are we going 
to get it? It is a very serious situation to find an unbalanced budget 
which leads to gre iter inflation. That is the problem we have to face, 
and we have to answer it to our constituents. Can we afford this money 
that you have asked for? 

Senator Frercuson. Yes, but can we not take this money for this 
particular purpose, of Air, and leave out some other items that are not 
sourgent? That isthe test. That is the thing we have to do. 

Senator Haypen. I am asking a businessman to give me an answer 
that I can send to businessmen. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. It will take me a moment to answer that one, 
but I would like to answer it. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is a powerfully good question. 

Secretary Frnuierrer. I will give the answer in two parts, Senator 
Hayden. The first one would not be economic, it would be military, 
and the second would be the economic side. 

I think Mr. Lovett gave the best answer to that one in a pat phrase, 
and that is, if a highw: ayman comes up to you and says, “Your money 
or your life,” you are apt to give the highwayman the money . Let 
us assume that is the choice, which it seems to me it is. I would like 
to dramatize that “money or your life” a little bit, because I do not 
think I have gotten over the fact to this committee that if you do not 
succeed in restoring to us those cuts and do not give us a situation as 
close to that as possible, this country is in grave danger. I want it 
very clearly on the record that I believe it is an unwarranted national 
risk not to put this back to as close to the end of 1954 as possible. 

Senator Frercuson. The Congress did not take this all from the 
air. 

Secretary Frnterrer. No, sir; this is no question of blame. 
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HOUSE CUTS 


Senator Frrevson. The House did not take this money all from 
the air. The House said, “We will reduce it so much,” and then the 
departments took the money out of the air, indicating that they did 
not think that that was the all-essential. 

Secretary Finuerrer. No, sir. What the Senator says is true 
insofar as the Smith amendment is concerned. 

Senator Frrcuson. That is what I am talking about, the $19 billion. 


SMITH AMENDMENT 


Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, sir; but I think the cuts are revealed 
by the black line, the black line is the effect of just the obligating 
authority cut without the Smith amendment, assuming there is no 
Smith amendment. ! 

Senator Fercuson. The lower dotted line is the Smith amendment? 

Secretary Frnuterrer. Yes; making it worse, but the situation is 
tragic without the Smith amendment. If we take the House appro- 
priations cuts, we will not be ready until the end of 1957, and I want 
it very clear so far as I am concerned, I consider that unwarranted 
playing with the national security. 

Senator Frercuson. But, Mr. Finletter, as the chairman said this 
morning, this Congress offered you $4 billion, and their only request 
was that you come up and tell us what you were going to use it for. 

Senator O’Manoney. $1 billion. 

Senator Frrevson. $1 billion, but we also offered in effect in that 
report that we would give them $5 billion for that purpose. 

Senator O’Manoney. That was our position, but the bill finally 
passed was $1 billion. 

Secretary Finterrer. That is exactly the point. The reason I am 
making this plea is exactly that, this committee knows that I have 
never spoken to it before in these terms. I have always said that what 
we were being granted was about right. I have never spoken this kind 
of language before. What I am doing in saying this is because this 
committee tock that kind of action last October. I am appealing to 
it to restore this status and to put us back to where we can be if we get 
the money. 


ADDITIONAL ATRCRAFT PROCUREMENT FUNDS EXPENDED 


Senator O’Manoney. Asa basis for that request, the committee asks 
you now what could the Air Force do with the $667 million additional 
which was made available in the appropriation bill for fiscal 1952. 

Secretary Finterrer. That is the story of what we have done in 
terms of obligation ? 

Senator O Manoney. That is right. 

Secretary Frnierrer. The answer in broad terms—and I will be 
very glad to submit a detailed answer—the answer is that we have 
been obligating it just as fast as we could, and what is more, we have 
gotten beyond that and we have gotten authority from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense for an additional $2.8 billion of partial financing 
during the present calendar year, anticipating that we will get some 
reasonable money out of the Congress. 


94846—-52——-37 
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Senator O’Manoney. So you want the committee to understand that 
the Air Force has used the $667 million ? 

Secretary Frnterrer. Yes, sir; precisely, to the fullest. 

Senator O’Manoney. But are you satisfied now with the plan which 
was submitted to the Congress in January 1952, which was requested 
by the Congress in the language which I read to you a moment ago, 
namely : 

The purpose of this amendment is to provide an additional fund for the pro- 
curement of aircraft and related procurement in order that there will be suf- 
ficient funds to place orders for long lead-time procurement. This amendment 
should be sufficient to enable the departments concerned to make any necessary 
procurements for the next few months when proper presentations can be made 
to the Congress for further consideration of the entire procurement problem. 

Now, have the proper presentations been made? 

Senator Fereuson. And did you use the money in those months 
between that and January for long lead-time items? 

Secretary Frnterrer. Yes, sir; we did. We used it all, but I am 
not satisfied with what we have gotten so far because what we have 
gotten so far, even after discounting it further to the extent of 2.8 
billion for partial financing, is not going to get us the force at the 
time we need it. 


WING PROGRAM OBJECTIVE 


Senator O’Manoney. You are talking about money. I am talking 
to you about the “proper presentation to be made to Congress for 
further consideration.” Are you satisfied with the presentations which 
have been made to the Congress? That is the same question that I 
asked you at the beginning of our sessions early in this year. when I 
said, “Are you satisfied with the 143 wings,” and you said “No.” 

Secretary Frnuerrer. I am satisfied with 143 wings if we get them 
by there [indicating]. 

Senator O’Manoney. I mean with the progress toward that. 

Secretary Finterrer. No, sir; nothing short of getting the 145 
wings as fast as we can get them which for all practical purposes was 
the end of fiscal 1954 and now about the middle of fiscal] 1955 I think 
is proper. 

Senator O’Manonry. Can you still get them by the middle of fiscal 
1955 if you have the money ? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir; we can if we get the money fast. 

Senator Fercuson. Suppose you are given a blank check. 

Secretary Frnterrer. If you give us all the money we want, with a 
blank check and do not change the mobilization requirements, don’t 
go into total mobilization but just remain exactly the way we are in 
terms of price control and inventory control and that sort of thing—— 

Senator Ferauson. Wait, now. You say don’t “you” change them. 
What about the steel formula? Suppose the administration changes 
the rules of the game and puts the price of steel up? 

Secretary Finterrer. When I said “you,” I meant that generally. 
If money were no limitation we could get 126 wings combat force 
about the middle of the fiscal year 1955 substantially. We might miss 
a few wings hither and yon, especially heavy bombers, but we would 
ret it. 
¥ Senator O’Manoney. That is January 1, 1955. 
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CHANGE IN AIRCRAFT COSTS 


Senator Youne. Has the cost of constructing planes gone up ma- 
terially in the last year? For example, how meek did it cost to con- 
struct the best jet bomber a year ago as compared to now / 

Secretary Finterrer. The increase in that has been about what ? 

Mr. Gripatric. There has not been much change in the last year. 

Secretary Finterrer. There will be a substantial change if we get 
stretched out here. The B-57 cost about $3.5 million. The fighter, the 
F-84, cost, exclusive of spare parts, about $250,000, with spare parts 
about $400,000. 

a. Frereuson. You mean the spare parts are as much as the 
lane 
. Secretary Finterrer. After all, what is a plane, it is nothing but an 
engine. 

eneral T'wininG. Extra engine and all spares to operate for 1 year. 

Senator Frreuson. For 1 year’s operation the cost is double for 
spare parts. When you talk shout operation you mean training opera- 
tion, use operation rather than combat operation. 

Secretary Fin.errer. Yes, that is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. It is now 11:30. I think if we permit Mr. 
Finletter to use this period now without interruption we will get his: 
statement in his own continuity in the record. I think that would be: 
very valuable. 

Secretary Frnierrer. Before starting on my statement I want to 
complete one thing which I did not quite finish which I don’t think 
Senator Hayden has heard before. That is, in exposing to you the 
reason why I feel it is dangerous for the national security to have that 
number of wings in being at the end of fiscal 1954, I would like to point 
out this chart to the Senator. Here is the summary of our units as: 
they would be under various sets of circumstances. 


OBSOLETE AND MODERNIZED AIRCRAFT 


For example, this thing marked JCS would show by the end of 
fiscal 1954, if we had gotten all the money we asked for, we would 
have had that number of modernized wings and two more wings 
which would have been nonmodern. When I say nonmodern I mean 
a plane which is really not up to doing the job it is supposed to do, 
might be able to do it, has a tremendous chance of failing to do it, and 
has an awful good chance of killing everybody in the plane in the 
process of doing that. That would give us 126 wings by the end of 
1954, If you take this House bill which is now before you, and even 
assuming you knock out the Smith amendment section 638, here is the 
position you will be in on that date. You will have that number, as 
opposed to the 126 you ought to have, but, even more grievous yet, 
a certain number of those only will be modern and these in red will be 
second line planes. 

Let me give you a specific example. 


(Off the record.) 
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FREEZING OF MODELS 


Secretary Fryuerrer. I would like to make one comment on the 
question of the freezing of models. That is that we are at the moment 
in the middle of the greatest arms revolution the history has ever seen. 
The speed with which the various components of the military forces 
are progressing is greater than at any time in history. The changes 
such as from crossbow to gunpowder, and those things, look like noth- 
ing compared to what we are doing today. 

vow these changes are of course in. atomic power. They are also in 
electronics and they are in airframes, but particularly are they true in 
the case of the jet engine. The jet engine is in its infancy. The way, 
the thrust of the jet engine is jumping forward today is extraordinary. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Secretary Frntetrer. Senator Ferguson, we are trying to gear our 
production schedule, in fact we are gearing our production schedule 
to exactly the principles that I have been stating. We are not build- 
ing the antiquated engines, we are building the new bodels. When 
we get criticism for being slow; we have to take it because we think 
it is right to go slow. We could have turned out thousands of planes 
by now. You could have had a production line running way, way 
beyond anything we have now. 

Senator O’Manonry. Look at this chart. The red figures on that 
chart indicate the old-fashioned aircraft which you have. Do you 
say to the committee that we are not building any of those with the 
money which has been provided ¢ 

Secretary Frncetrer. Yes, sir, I so state. We are not building any 
aircraft that would not be fully modern at the time we are getting 
the air units organized. 


MODERN AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENTS 


Senator O’Manonry. What you are talking about is to get the 
money to build the 143 wings of modern aircraft ? 

Secretary Frvietrer. Yes, sir, the most modern we can get. I hope 
that the Air Force and the Navy will definitely surpass all possible 
enemies in quality. If I have to make a decision which involves a 
choice between quality and quantity it is going to be in favor of 
quality. 

Senator O"Manoney. When it comes to lead time, you made a 
contract for the delivery of planes which will give you what you want 
at this point. Now there must be in the mind of the contractor some 
certainty that when he begins that plane he will be finishing that 
plane. 

Secretary Frnterrer. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. So that plane will be built with the most 
modern equipment which you have envisaged at the time the con- 
tract is made. 

Secretary Frntetrer. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. But as you go along, making new contracts, 
you will be putting in the new engine and the new equipment, keep- 
ing pace with technological and scientific developments. 

Secretarv Frnuetrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frreuson. Is your answer to that whole question “yes”? 

Secretary Fintetrer. Yes, sir. 
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EFFECT OF AIRCRAFT DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Frrcuson. In other words, you let a contract for a plane, 
X plane, and we will say 500 X planes. You do not change those as 
you get something new ¢ 

Secretary Finierrer. I was going to say I go even further. That 
is, if you order a plane—take a 2-year lead time on a certain type of 
plane, you order a plane at the end of fiscal year 1952, which we will 
say will be delivered at the end of fiscal year 1954—you order it with 
the various components in the plane of the kind which are the best 
known then and which are in production. Let us take the case of an 
engine where this is apt to happen. In the case of airframe you 
would not make any change or a slight change, but in the case of an 
engine, if along in here 

Senator O’Manonry. That is in 1953. 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, beginning fiscal 1953—some experiments 
indicate more rapid progress is made than we had thought in the 
development of that engine or another type of engine we would slow 
down production, Senator, and insert the new engine and that might 
delay the delivery date out into here. I repeat it, the quality is the 
thing we are after and even though we get criticized for not pouring 
aoe planes off the production line we are going to stick to that 
policy. 





USE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


Senator O’Manonry. What I think we are all anxious to know is, 
that if we were, as the question of Senator Ferguson a little while ago 
suggested, to give you $2,400 million more than is represented in the 
House figure, would you be able to use that $2,400 million for the 
most modern possible Air Force? 

Secretary Finterrer. Yes, sir, we would be able to use it but there 
would not be the slightest element of obsolescence in anything we 
would buy by reason of the increase of $2,400 million. 

Senator O’Manonry. And you would get it at the target date, 
which is now possible to fix? 

Secretary Fintetrer. We would get it substantially completed by 
the middle of fiscal year 1955. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now you may go to your statement. 

Secretary Finiterrer. Now, Mr. Chairman, as to my statement, for 
the length of which I apologize, I will not read it. : 

Senator O’Manonry. The statement will be inserted in the record 
in full, and you may proceed to paraphrase. 

Secretary Finierter. I may say this statement is completely cleared 
by security. 

Senator O’Manonry. So this is for publication ? 

Secretary Finierrer. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. THOMAS K. FINLETTER, SecRETArY, UNITED States Arr Force 
MAINTENANCE OF UNITED STATES ATR POWER 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I come to this committee today 


with a more urgent plea than I have ever brought to it before. Hitherto I have 
always said that the amount of money being granted to the Air Force was about 
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right. I told you of the risks we were taking by doing no more than was planned, 
but never before have I been compelled to say that the odds in the gamble were 
literally too great to be accepted. Now, however, I must put clearly on record 
my belief that the cuts made in the Air Force appropriations by the House 
would so weaken our defenses as to put this country in a critically dangerous 
position. I believe that we have come to the point of decision as to whether or 
not the United States is going to have the kind of Air Force that is absolutely 
indispensable to its security. 

Our hopes of peace are staked today on the building of a defense force strong 
enough to deter aggression. Rightly we dislike the whole idea of rearmament; 
we dislike the drafting of young men for military service; we dislike the eco- 
nomic costs of the program. But at this time we have no other choice. If we do 
enough and our policy succeeds in averting the catastrophe of an all-out global 
war, our investments in preparedness will have brought returns of immeasurable 
value. If we fail to do enough, our short-run economies will have cost us dearly. 
That is the broad setting in which, I think, the Air Force budget must be 
considered. 

Last October the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretaries in the Department 
of Defense agreed on the necessity of bringing the Air Force up to a strength 
of 143 modern wings by July 1, 1954. This was done in the light of all intelli- 
gence reports available at that time, and nothing in any subsequent reports 
has given us reason to think the need less urgent. The whole 143-wing force is 
as with respect to the capabilities of our possible enemies as of July 1, 

The budget as submitted to Congress extended the readiness date about a 
year—to July 1955. Now the House cuts would push back by about another 
2 years the time when we would have the kind of Air Force that we ought to 
nw for our security right now. This is not compatible with the national 

nterest. 

This final postponement is not attributable to production or recruitment prob- 
lems. With the appropriations asked for we could have the planned force by 
July 1955. We have, therefore, a clear choice before us. If our policy of 
preparedness is to succeeed in its high objective of preserving peace by con- 
vincing potential aggressors that war against us would not pay, we must show 
our determination to carry through this program without faltering. We cannot 
afford to be without the planes and the pilots and the weapons and the equip- 
ment that could be obtained with the money which the House has cut from 
the Air Force budget. Nor can we afford the discount that others will put on 
our strength if we show signs of wavering in carrying through the job we have 
started. 

I do not think that the people of this country are of the wavering kind. And 
it is clear from the record that the House did not intend to cut the fighting 
power of the Air Force. Misunderstandings, I am sure, have been involved in 
the decisions which were reached. These must be cleared away. That is why 
I wish now to discuss these cuts in detail. 

I shall stress particularly the extent to which the cuts postpone the date of 
readiness of the Air Force. One may perhaps dispute, case by case, the delaying 
effect of any one of the many individual cuts which result from the House action. 
In some cases the damage may be greater than my statement shows; in others 
it may perhaps be less. These are not mathematically ascertainable facts. I 
have simply made the best judgment in each instance of which I am capable. 
But quite apart from the details there is one point on which I am absolutely 
sure and that is that these cuts do extend the period of our unpreparedness 
well beyond the middle of 1955 and that every minute of extension beyond that 
date involves a risk which I feel it my duty to advise this committee is one 
which is dangerous to the security of this country. 


I. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 


In my earlier appearance before your committee, I discussed the effect of 
the Smith amendment (sec. 638 of H. R. 7391) and, in general terms, the effect 
of budget cuts as approved by the House for the fiscal year 1953 appropriations 
for the Air Force. With the committee’s permission, I shall now discuss in more 
detail the effects of the House cuts in appropriations on the 143-wing program 
of the Air Force. 
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CHRONOLOGY OF BUDGET ESTIMATES 


Two steps preceded the House reduction in the Air Force’s appropriations. 

First was the Air Force budget as approved by the Secretary of Defense and 
forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget. This budget amounted to $55 billion for 
the three services in the Department of Defense. The Air Force share of this was 
$21.4 billion for all purposes except public works. This budget would have 
bought the United States a substantially modernized Air Force of 143 wings by 
the end of fiscal year 1954. 

The next step was a reduction in this over-all defense budget to $52.1 billion 
and the reduction of the Air Force share (for all purposes except public works) 
to $20.7 billion. This reduction was the result of a decision which gave effect 
not only to military matters, but also to economic, political, and other aspects 
of the program. The Air Force was accordingly directed to take its part in 
holding the combined expenditures of the Department of Defense and the mili- 
tary portion of the foreign-aid program to “less than $60 billion” during the 
fiscal year 1953. As a result of this limitation on expenditures, accompanied 
by a reduction in obligational authority to the Air Force from $21.4 to $20.7 
billion, the date of readiness of the 143-wing force was moved forward to approxi- 
mately the end of fiscal year 1955. 

The next step was the cut the House has made in the $20.7 billion. The House 
cut $1,677,965,858 from the $20.700,000,000, leaving a balance of $19,022,034,142. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTIONS 


As I have already said to this committee, the effect of these House reductions 
quite apart from the effect of the Smith amendment (sec. 638 of H. R. 7391) would 
be to delay the coming into being of the 143-wing force from the end of fiscal 
year 1955 to the end of fiscal year 1957. 

Readiness in midcalendar 1957 is wholly wrong for a force originally planned 
for and needed in midcalendar 1954. There is attached a chart, which I have 
discussed previously with this committee, which shows the date of readiness of 
the Air Force (1) in accordance with the original submission by the Department 
of Defense, (2) in accordance with the Bureau of the Budget submission to the 
Congress, and (3) after giving effect to the House appropriation bill. 

The Air Force is asking for the restitution of practically all of the cut of 
$1,677,965,858. It is asking for the restitution of $1,644,420,858. The figures are 
set forth in the following table: 


Air Force fiscal year 1953 appropriation (exclusive of public works) 


Fiscal year 1953 House Air Force 














Detail estimate reduction reclama 
Aircraft and related precurement: 
cis aki nen wen dane’ $12, 685,944,000 | $560, 000, 000 $560, 000, 000 
Less cash for liquidation of prior year contract 
NR iis cia ds ae cinakcebindinen dddanenssitbbcks 1, 685, 044,000 |...............- ees ae eee 
New obligating authority. _......-.........-...- 11, 000, 000, 000 kj) ee 
Major procurement other than aircraft.__..............- 1, 300, 000, 000 309, 000, 000 300, 000, 000 
Acquisition and construction of real property: 
ED OC os ccnacindesumeeantsas SS enagiaad ha gid ie a Baus cad ouididiews 
Less cash for liquidation of prior year contract | . 
WII ck aii ik Serb teh hdan cc ckcnisied WERE TIE Pidwcnleecccccacs Saat. sciicitaih 
SE ARIE SILENCED «ons stn arene cus bswslerdipintetiiaedel snndévecsehe bn saieieth heen ead oades 
Maintenance and operations_--.-...........-.---.-----.- 4, 389, 817, 000 628, 026, 858 627, 681, 858 
M =e personnel requirements... .........---.---.---.- 3, 300, 000, 000 167, 739, 000 136, 739, 000 
Research and development... .......-.--.-.---.------.- CEE hatiidtcohinndancettpiinnedébebince 
Reserve personnel requirements __.........-.---.---.--- 28, 396, 000 TD Lica pacdeiencocin 
Ser I Gok. gas ee wdiiccacchencntenn<ecueu 116, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
CNL ik Fie bee ec bo a 40, 787, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
TO CROC iii ot caineentiarcncacconttinaah 22, 430, 378,770 | 1,677, 965, 858 1, 644, 420, 858 
Less cash for liquidation of prior year contract authority.| 1, 730,378,770 |...........-..--|.----.----.----- 


New obligating authority............--......-...- 20, 700,000,000 | 1, 677, 965, 858 1, 644, 420, 858 


The committee may inquire why cuts of less than $2 billion out of a total 
appropriation of more than $20 billion would have these serious consequences. 
It is the purpose of my presentation today to answer this question. 
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INTERDEPENDENCE OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS 


There are two main reasons why the House cuts have this effect. The first 
reason is that the major elements of this Air Force program, such as personnel, 
aircraft procurement, maintenance and operation, and so on, are interdependent. 
You can’t reduce one without affecting the others. All these elements together 
make up a single program, single in its relationship as between the items and 
single with reference to a certain point in time with respect to which they are 
all calculated. 

For example, the amount of military personnel is carefully estimated with 
respect to the number of airplanes that will be in Air Force wings on a certain 
date. The training program is calculated with a relation to the personnel which 
are needed to man the operating planes. The number of wings are related to 
the base structure, and so on. In each instance, as I have said, the timing is so 
arranged as to bring the whole force into operation at a point in time which 
dominates the whole program. 

The point that I wish to make to you here is that this is a sensitive program 
and that cuts in one segment of it necessarily have their effect on most of the 
other segments of the integrated whole. 


TIGHTNESS OF BUDGET AS SUBMITTED 


The second reason why the cuts of less than $2 billion have this effect of 
pushing the date of readiness eut into 1957 is that the program submitted by 
the military establishment is an extremely tigHt one. It has no fat in it to 
take care of the cuts without damaging the force structure which we are trying 
to build. The Air Force is in a way paying the penalty for our attempt to 
present to the Congress the most strictly efficient budget of which. we were 
capable. 


VOLUNTARY ELIMINATION OF AIRCRAFT RESERVES 


For example, the number of aircraft called for by the $11 billion request 
for fiscal year 1953 is exactly the number of aircraft that are necessary to 
modernize the 143-wing Air Force by midcalendar 1955. There are absolutely 
no planes left over beyond those necessary to equip this force. There are no 
reserves whatsoever for combat attrition. Thus if we have a certain number 
of medium bomb wings of 45 aircraft per wing, we will have exactly 45 aireraft 
and no more for each wing. 

If, as undoubtedly would be the case if these forces were committed to combat, 
there should be a serious attrition, the number of available fighting aircraft 
would go down very rapidly and could not possibly be made up out of current 
production. There would, in short, be a drastic downward curve in the number 
of aircraft available to fight between the time a war started and the time, a 
year or more later, when increased production would begin to catch up on combat 
losses. 

This was a risky decision to make, to recommend a budget which contained 
no aircraft reserves for combat attrition. The reason for this risky decision 
was that we wished to submit the tightest possible budget. 


VOLUNTARY REDUCTION IN MANNING LEVELS 


The same thing is true of military personnel. This item, along with the items 
of “Aircraft procurement” and “Maintenance and operations,’ are the most 
expensive items in the Air Force budget. We have made a real drive to limit 
our military personnel figure. 

The figures speak for themselves. With an increase in combat striking power 
from 95 wings, the present authorized level, to 148 wings, we have provided in 
this budget for an increase in “Military personnel” of only 14 percent—from 
1,061,000 for the 95-wing force to 1,210,000 for the 143-wing force. 

The Air Staff study which produced this drastic reduction in “Military per- 
sonnel” was thorough. It was made by a committee headed, under the instruc- 
tions of the Chief of Staff and myself, by Dr. Edmund P. Learned, prefessor at 
Harvard Business School and now on duty with the Air Force in a civilian 
capacity. The instructions to Dr. Learned were to produce the tightest possible 
military personnel program. He has done so. Dr. Learned will testiiy later 
about his study. 
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My main point is that this “Military personnel” item is.extremely sensitive. 
Just as in aircraft, there is no fat here to absorb the House cuts. They must be 
applied to the actual reduction of the already minimum number of people avail- 
able to fly the planes. 

The cut in “Military personnel” is most damaging. 


Il. THe IreM or MILITAry PERSONNEL 


Now to discuss the cuts in some detail. 

I will talk first of the details of the cut of $136,739,000 in ‘Military per- 
sonnel.” 

The Air Force budget for military personnel, as approved by the Department 
of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget and submitted to the Congress, was 
$3.3 billion. The House Committee on Appropriations recommended a cut of 
$150,000,000 from this figure. The House floor added $17,739,000 more to the 
eut, making a total reduction of $167,739,000 in the bill as passed. The Air 
Force believes that it can accept $31,000,000 of this cut without interfering 
with the date of readiness or its operations: 1 will explain why later in this 
tation. The Air Force believes, however, that it must get back the 
balance of $136,739,000 if it is to get a modernized 143-wing force by midcalendar 
1955. Let me explain why. 


RECRUITING CAPABILITIES 


In the first place I believe that the reduction which the House committee made 
may have made under the misapprehension that the Air Force was not able to 
recruit the number of military personnel which it had programmed, namely its 
year-end strength targets of 973,000 for June 30, 1952, and 1,061,000 for June 
30, 1953. The House said the following on this subject : 

“In recommending a reduction of $150,000,000 from the three billion three 
hundred million requested for military personnel requirements, the committee 
does not intend to reduce by one single person the military strength requested. It 
has not been possible during the current year for the Air Force to recruit the esti- 
mated strength and it may not be attained during the coming fiscal year, but if 
it is possible the committee intends to provide funds for the necessary require- 
ments of a total year-end strength of 1,061,000." [Italics added.] 

I take it that this means that the committee (1) doubted that we would be 
able to get to 1,061,000 by June 30, 1953, and (2) intended that, if we were able 
to get to this figure, the necessary funds would be provided, presumably by 
supplemental appropriations during fiscal year 1953. 

As to this I make three points. 

First, there is no doubt about our ability to get to this figure by end fiscal year 
1953. We have been recruiting during current fiscal year 1952, at a faster rate 
than will be necessary to maintain during fiscal year 1953 in order to reach this 
figure of 1,061,0002 

Second, the suggestion of waiting for a supplemental appropriation to take care 
of this military personnel item simply will not work. If we get only the money 
for the “Military personnel” item which is available to us after the House cuts, 
we will actually reduce the number of military personnel on duty on July 1, 1952, 
by about 9,000 during the fiscal year 1953. 

Third, the element of “Military personnel” is interdependent with all sorts of 
other items in the Air Force program—such as training installations, operational 
and supply bases, aircraft, etc. If we are not to get an unbalanced program— 
such as having a lot of airplanes which we will not be able to fly—we have to 
know at the beginning of the planning period how much money we have for each 


1 Explanatory notes of House Committee on sgeroerttnen p. 71. 

*Some of the misapprehension about our prophesied failure to meet recruiting goals in 
1953 may have come from the fact that in the hearings before the House committee we 
showed that we planned to return some of the “Military personnel” item money which 
was appropriated by the Congress for 1952. , 

What happened was this. After the Congress had appropriated the money for us in 
1952, we revised downward our military personnel end strength targets, by voluntary 
action on our part. It therefore followed that we had some money left over at the end of 
the year. This situation was not caused by our inability to recruit personnel. It was 
caused by deliberate reduction of end strength military personnel. 

The reason for the reduction was that it was part of the Prat program of reduction 
of personnel manning standards directed by the Chief of Staff and myself to which I have 
referred above in the statement. 


er 
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item. The method of picking up items by supplementals disarranges all orderly 
planning and is costly to the Government. 

The foregoing is my main argument for asking for the restoration of this 
$136.739,000 cut in military personnel; namely, that the basic premise on which 
the House cut was made is not sustainable. 

I shall now discuss the nature of this cut in some detail. 

At the outset let me make reference to a specific kind of reduction, in the 
amount of $175,765,858 which was made on the floor of the House. I emphasize 
that this cut was made on the floor and was not recommended by the com- 
mittee. Indeed it was resisted by the chairman of the committee from the floor. 


NO THIRD SUPPLY PIPELINE 


The reductions in question purported to be for the purpose of provement the 
Air Force from setting up a “third supply pipeline, an unnecessary and wasteful 
duplication.” The amounts involved in this cut, intended to prevent the so-called 
“third supply pipeline” were as follows: 


MURTIGOE Te OI oS ak cas ected isin dclpinipll wc eecdwrbibedinn BQ mis $17, 729, 000 
Maintepance and .cperetioue.... oo sees i ee Le 28, 026, 858 
Major procurement other than aircraft___..__.._---_-__-___ 130, 000, 000 

I ii a hcis la cect a Aten SEIT ERE a is lp edad 175, 765, 858 


The reason given for the $130,000,000 cut in “Major procurement other than 
aircraft” was based simply on the theory that there were some concealed funds 
in this item which could be reduced by the simvle determination of the Air 
Force not to set up a “third supply pipeline.’ The fact is there is no “third 
supply pipeline.” The Air Force buys only on its own account items peculiar 
to its operations, such as aircraft and similar specialized articles. The common 
supply items are purchased by the Army or the Navy for us. There may be 
some minor excentions where efficiency or some other practical reason indicates 
that there should be. But the basic point is that there is no “third supply 
pipeline.” 

Furthermore, as I have said, the Appropriations Committee did not recom- 
mend any such cuts, and I urgently suggest that this committee not consider 
anv such reduction without a full examination of the facts. It would be most 
unfortunate to cut this item under a misapprehension. 

The same thing apnlies to the other two cuts—$17.739,000 for “Military per- 
sonnel” and $28,026,858 for “Maintenance and operations.” These cuts are both 
personnel cuts. The $17,739.000 was intended to come out of “Military person- 
nel” alleged to be in this “third supply pipeline,” and the $28,026,858 to come out 
of “Maintenance and operations” was intended to reduce the number of civilian 
personnel alleged to be part of this “third supply pipeline.” 

For the foregoing reason I recommend that all of these items be restored. 


WASTEFUL DUPLICATION CAREFULLY AVOIDED 


At the risk of repetition, IT would like to emphasize that the Air Force is not 
setting up a new supply system. Nor is there any intention of duplicating any 
existing sunply function. Under the National Security Act of 1947-the services 
are authorized to adjust.the existing supply systems with the intention of securing 
maximum services as well as nroducing the most efficient and economical system. 
Since that time changes in the procedure for receiving, storing. and issuing of 
sunplies have been made in the interest of efficiency and economy, all in ac- 
cordance with directives of the Secretary of Defense and within the intent 
of the National Security Act. The Air Force believes in this servicing whenever 
it produces greater efficiency or economy. In certain parts of the world, indeed, 
the Air Force renders complete supply support for the Army as well as the Air 
Foree. There are a number of other places in the world where the Air Force is 
pretty much on its own, or at least isin a primary nosition. In these areas we are 
compelled to accent full resnonsibility for distribution. I repeat, however, the 
basic point that the Air Force has no intention of duplicating any existing 
supplv function. On the contrary it firmly and enthusiastically supports the idea 
of getting as much servicing done by the other services as possible in the interest 
of heing able to devote itself to the business of flying airplanes. 

Mr. Gilpatrie will cover this matter more fully. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF MILITARY PERSONNEL APPROPRIATION 


The Military Personnel item is broken down as follows: 


Fiscal year 1953 House redue- AF reclama 


AF estimates tion 
CO ii iti ada ieee a eh eal $3, 300, 000, 000 $167, 739, 000 | $3, 260, 000, 000 
Papeewetiet 2. s. S AE Tk dl eae 2, 787, 000, 000 
Gene eb sss wedls oh tibiae cal STANT Me Tako ccc tue 314, 397, 000 
ha i a MEA BIEN O Me cwicdncbindounesc 161, 672, 000 
Other military requirements such as welfare of enlisted 
men, chaplain’s supplies, apprehension of desetters 


and interest on enlisted men’s deposits................ ANE, oo edi. 5, 310, 000 


FLYING PAY 


The committee will note that by far the biggest amount is “Pay and allow- 
ances.” This item is fixed by act of Congress and, I take it, is not under debate, 
with the possible exception of flying pay. 

I hope very much that this committee will not weaken this all-important part 
of our Air Force program. 

I point out to the committee that on page 72 of the explanatory notes of the 
House Appropriations Committee the committee did take exception to two 
points about flight pay.* First, they argued that the personnel in the older 
age brackets should not be allowed to get flying pay, and second, that administra- 
tive duty officers should not be allowed to maintain their proficiency and receive 
flying pay for doing so. 

I must take exception to these two points of the House committee. 

First, about the older officers. Less than 1 percent of the officers of the Air 
Force are over 45 years of age. These senior officers who maintain their flying 
proficiency are either in the operational commands at the moment or are subject 
to being sent to the operational commands on a moment's notice. It is of the 
utmost importance that these senior officers, as long as they are active, should 
be able to fly an airplane. You cannot have Air Force flying commands under 
the direction of officers who do not know how to take off, fly, and land an air- 
plane. This is indispensable to morale. 

Secondly, about the so-called proficiency flying of officers in administrative 
positions. These officers, who may be on administrative duty in the Pentagon 
or some other place, may at any moment be sent to a command or to combat in 
Korea or anywhere else. ‘These men are an indispensable combat reserve. They 
have to keep up their flying skill because that is what they are in the Air Force 
for. We must think, therefore, of these officers not as administrative men but 
as men who may go at any moment to a flying command. Obviously they must 
know how to fly. 

The committee may be interested in the fact that the regulation of the Presi- 
dent under the Career Compensation Act of 1949 provided for 4 hours a month 
flying duty only; and it is this regulation to which the House committee's report, 
quoted above, refers when it speaks of 4 hours a month flying. However, the 
Air Force requires officers who are to receive flying pay to fly at least 100 hours 
a year and to meet yearly technical and physical qualifications. 

I think therefore the House committee was under a misapprehension when it 
stated : 

“If their administrative duties require the retention of flying skills the type 
of flying they would do by flying only 4 hours per month would scarcely retain 
such skills.” 


?The exact language of the committee’s remarks is as follows: 

“In the opinion of the committee the criteria followed by the services with respect to 
flight pay are unrealistic and must be revised. Personnel in the older age brackets are 
retained in a flying status in many instances which in the opinion of the committee cannot 
be justified. The duties of high-ranking officers in administrative positions who in former 
years have performed flying duties cannot justify remaining in a flying status only for the 
perpoee of flying a few hours per month. It is not necessary for such officers to be in a 

ying status and enjoy the benefits of flying pay to perform administrative duties. If their 
administrative duties require the retention of flying skills, the tyne of flving they would 
do by flying only 4 hours per month would scarcely retain such skills. The committee be- 
lieves that the amount requested in the budget for flight pay is excessive, and with better 
administration a sizable reduction can be made.” 
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I urge very seriously that no cut in flying pay be made in this appropriation. 
If the committee is of a mind to consider this question, I would like to develop 


the matter further because it is my belief that flying pay must be increased 
rather than diminished. 


PAY AND ALLOWANCES 


The committee will note that the Air Force has revised its estimates of the 
item of “Pay and allowances” from $2,805,000,000 to $2,787,000,000, a reduction, 
accepted by the Air Force, of $18,000,000. This $18,000,000 saving has been 
accomplished by recomputing clothing allowances based on revised cost esti- 
mates made by the Secretary of Defense. Subsequent to the submission of the 
initial Air Force budget estimates clothing prices have generally declined. The 
revised estimate in savings reflects this reduction. 

Two other items of “Military personnel,” although smaller in amount, may 
be worthy of attention. 


SUBSISTENCE 


Subsistence estimates by the three services were based on the assumption that 
food prices would reach and maintain a new high during fiscal 1953. This assump- 
tion was made because the Bureau of Labor Statistics wholesale food index had 
reached a high of 190 at the time the assumption was made. However, during 
the period Congress was reviewing the Army budget, the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics food price index dropped from 190 to 185.1. Army subsistence funds were 
reduced on the basis of this trend and as a consequence the subsistence standards 
for all three services were reduced, using the revised Army rate as the basis. As 
a result of this recomputation the Air Force subsistence budget has been revised 
downward by $13,000,000. 


TRAVEL 


The next biggest item is “Travel.’”’ Travel means the actual out-of-pocket ex- 
penses to move officers and airmen from one place to another when they have 
to move in performance of their official duties. These expenses are of two kinds. 
First, actual payments to railroads, bus lines, and commercial airlines, and in a 
few instances to commercial shipping lines, to pay for the actual cost of move- 
ment. Second, per diem charges calculated to cover the actual expenses of officers 
and airmen in transit. I do not see how any money can be saved out of this item, 

What are the vulnerable items in this travel account? I have looked into this. 
The Air Force is governed by Joint Travel Regulations issued by the Department 
of Defense, applicable to all services, and agreed to by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Under these regulations dependents receive a mileage of 6 cents per mile for 
adults and 3 cents for children. This seems to me to be right. It is the policy to 
have the dependents go with the officers and airmen whenever the local situation 
permits it. 

Another point has been made that perhaps we are luxurious in allowing officers 
and airmen to have pullman sleeper travel when overnight jumps are involved. 
This is a very small amount and it is standard practice in all the services. It 
does not seem to me to be wrong. 

I will not take the time of the committee to discuss the item of $5,210,000 
relating to “Other military requirements” in the “Military personnel” item. 

My conclusion is that no cut is possible in “Pay and allowances” unless the 
number of military personnel in the Air Force is to be reduced, which the House 
committee expressly said it did not want to do. 


REQUEST FOR RESTORATION 


I request the restoration of the entire $136,739,000 of the Air Force reclama. 
Otherwise, the 148-wing force readiness date will be extended to midcalendar 1957. 


LII. THe IreM or MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 


Restitution of the $136,739,000 in “Military personnel” would eljminate this 
obstacle to the modernization of the 143-wing Air Force, but would not of itself 
assure the attainment of this force by the middle of calendar year 1955. 

The next most damaging cut, after that in “Military personnel,” would be the 
cut in “Maintenance and operations.” For this item the Air Force asked for 
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$4,389,817,000. The House committee recommended a reduction of $600,000,000 
and House floor action reduced it by another $28,026,858. The Air Force is ask- 
ing for a restoration of practically all of this cut, namely, for $627,681,858. 


DISTRIBUTION OF MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS APPROPRIATION 


The following table analyzes the “Maintenance and operations” item: 














Fiscal year 1953 | House reduc-| Functions Accepptatite | Air Force 
estimates tion reduced reduction | reclamation 
ete ett pe eet ue $1, 388, 817, 000 ‘$628, 028, 858 | $62 27, 681, 858 $845, 000 $627, 681, 888 
Operation of aircraft ..| 1,556, 184,000 |. 180, 000, 000 alee | Osisss aicis 
Organization, base ard mainte- | 
nance equipment en 520, 585, 000 | ‘ 120, 000, 000 None |.....-- 
Logistical support... __. . 1, 146, 719, 000 | ...-| 163,026, 858 | None |. 
Training support... .....-......-.| 257, 000, 000 |_.___. ...| 60,000, 000 | None |- 
Operational support weit 569, 009, 000 |. --| 80,000, 000 | None |- 
Research ard test support | 82, 000, 000 C: 7 Bie 7, 000, 000 | Pet. oo 5. 
Medical support ___-_-. pluleatas 100, 000, 000 |_.___. -| 15, 000, 000 None | 
Service-wide support - --- | 158, 320, 000 | 345, 000 | 2, 655, 000 | 345, 000 


SERIOUS EFFECT OF REDUCTIONS 


The reason why the cut in “Maintenance and operations” is so serious is that 
it would greatly impair the flying ability of the Air Force during fiscal year 
1953 and, even though we got all the money we might need in fiscal 1954 and 
subsequent fiscal years, would cause a long-term damage to the ability of the 
Air Force to fly, the exact nature of which and the time extent of which are 
difficult to appraise. 

The item of “Maintenance and operations” is what flies the Air Force. It 
provides for the procurement of aircraft spare parts and supplies, fuel and oil, 
contractual services for the modification and modernization of aircraft, and all 
the equipment and supplies which go into our air bases, which in turn support 
the flying forces. The “Maintenance and operations” item also furnishes the 
supplies and the distribution of all the materials at the depots. It also provides 
for the operation, repair, and minor construction of the Air Force bases from 
which the Air Force conducts its training, air defense, tactical, strategic, re- 
search, and medical activities. 

This indicates the broad functions which are covered by this appropriation 

_item. The fact that the area of activity which this item supports is so broad 
makes it difficult to pin point what would not be purchased or operated if the 
reduction in funds for this item is not restored. 

The $627,681,858 of the House cut in this item must be restored if we are to 
prevent serious loss of Air Force efficiency and effectiveness not only during fiscal 
year 1953 but also in fiscal year 1954 and subsequent years. I have said before 
to this committee that the end of fiscal year 1954 is regarded as a critical point 
in time and that we ought to get as close to it in our readiness as possible. 


DELAY IN DATE OF READINESS 


The Air Force is making every effort to have maximum readiness by that 
time. Without the restoration of funds in the “Maintenance and operations” 
item we cannot reach this state of readiness. Stocks on hand at the end of 
fiscal 1953 would not be sufficient to support the proper flying program in fiscal 
1954. Aircraft modification and mechanical deficiencies and changes to improve 
flying safety would either be deferred to 1954 or later years or canceled alto- 
gether, The reduction in funds would set up a lag in Air Force modification 
which could continue well beyond 1954. Logistical support of individual and 
unit training programs would be reduced and this would result in a reduction 
in both quantity and quality in our pilots and air crews scheduled to graduate 
from Air Force schools during fiscal year 1953 and 1954. The cut would also 
cause deficiencies in spare parts and equipment which in turn would cause an 
increase in the number of aircraft out of commission for lack of parts. And one 
of our major problems today is the adequate supply of spare parts, especially 
for our widely deployed overseas units. 

In summary, the reduction of $627,681,858 in “Maintenance and operations” 
funds would necessitate a critical slowing down in the level of Air Force 
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activities through fiscal years 1953, 1954, and later years, Not only would the 
readiness of the force be affected during the fiscal year 1953, but the damage in 
the 1953 proficiency would extend out for many years thereafter. Just when it 
could be recouped—even with all the appropriations that might be asked for in 
later years—cannot be accurately prophesied. 


QUALITY OF THE FORCE AFFECTED 


“Maintenance and operations” is an item which is always hard to defend. The 
amounts are always large; and a cut does not result in the loss of a tangible 
asset such as an airplane or a pilot, the necessity for which is clear. “Mainte- 
nance and operation” is related to the quality of the force rather than to its 
quantity and it is therefore more difficult to explain. I will now try to do so. 

The House explantory notes on H. R. 7391, at page 67, make three points about 
this item, namely: 

“(1) The committee believed that ‘through better management, better utiliza- 
tion of the equipment and materials on hand, more careful supervision of all the 
activities a better service can be performed in the interest of the Nation. In the 
opinion of the committee there is scarcely an area under this appropriation 
request that cannot take a reduction and still perform its required operation 
effectively. A major portion of all civilian personnel are employed in the areas 
of this appropriation request and a better utilization of such civilian personnel 
would produce better results and at a lesser cost.’ 

“(2) The committee recommended the elimination of an item of $345,000 for 
public information earmarked for transfer to the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, and a reduction of 50 percent of the remaining funds carried in this 
appropriation for public information activities. 

“(3) There is overobligating of maintenance and operations items during the 
last 2 months of the fiscal year. “The committee is of the opinion that by better 
administration throughout the year and a better utilization at the proper time 
of the funds available better results will be obtained.’ ” 

Let me refer first to number (1) of the above comments of the House committee. 

First, it will be noted that the House committee did not recommend specific 
cuts in the various “maintenance and operations” subitems. The committee pro- 
posed a blanket cut of $600,000,000, which amount presumably was to be saved 
by getting what the Air Force needs but getting it for less money. 


DRIVE FOR EFFICIENCY AND SAVINGS 


I believe that we may have misled the House committee, in particular through 
the testimony of General Rawlings, commanding general of the Air Matériel 
Command, who explained to the committee at considerable length the steps he 
had taken and was taking in the Air Matériel Command to get things on the 
cheapest possible basis. I fear that the House committee understood this to 
mean that our estimates for fiscal year 1953 did not give effect to these savings 
which General Rawlings was talking of. In fact, they do. All of our estimates 
for “Maintenance and operations,” as well as every other item in the budget, are 
based upon our best calculation as to how we can apply efficient methods to get 
things cheaper. Thus, if we are compelled to accept a cut of $600,000,000, we will 
have to cut oue essential ““Maintenance and operations” items. I wish we could 
get the same thing for less money, but I feel it my duty to report to this com- 
mitee that the effect of efficiencies underway and projected are already included 
in our estimates. I also feel it is my duty to assure the committee that our 
drive for efficiency in the Air Matériel Command under General Rawlings will 
eontinue with vigor and that if any savings can be made—without cutting out 
vital elements—we will make them. But I do urge the committee not to cut 
this item under a misapprehension. 


DISTRIBUTION OF REDUCTIONS 


Secondly, as I have said, the House made the blanket cut of $600,000,000 with- 
out allocating it among the various subitems of “Maintenance and operations.” 
The Air Force accordingly has tentatively allocated this and the $28,026,858 
floor cut among the various subitems in order to find out how it could be ap- 
plied—if we have to take it—in such a way as to produce the minimum damage 
to the operating ability of the Air Force. The following table shows our esti- 
mate as to how the cut would be applied if we have to take it. 
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Reductions in the following: 


Spare parts and petroleum for operation of RUE ii is cen $180, 000, 000 
Other types of equipment and supplies to operate the aircraft and nenment hee 
he’ bases.__.-......--..-..-..---..--~----~--~-------~------ , 4 
oa cost of maintaining the aircraft at depots._._._-__.____-------~-- 163, 026, 858 
Cost of maintaining the training bases_._________-------------~-- 60, 000 000 
Cost of maintaining the operational bases____._..---..---------- 80, 000, 000 
Cost of maintaining the research and testing bases__._..-----~--~- 7, 000, 000 
Cost of carrying out the Air Force medical program__--~------~- 15, 000, 000 

Overhead cost at commands and headquarters level for all mainte- 
eae ne -  e 2, 655, 000 
| ROPER SOLER ARES AE RL vest cece cats Sean A ST 627, 681, 858 


I shall not discuss each of the above items in detail. I shall instead point out 
three of the more important ones as illustrations. 


OPERATION OF AIRCRAFT 


First, the operation of aircraft cut of $180,000,000. This money would be used 
by the Air Force to provide the gas, oil, lubricants and spare parts which are 
necessary to get the aircraft into the air. These spare parts and petroleum prod- 
ucts have a dirett relationship to the number oi hours that are flown by the 
aircraft. Any reduction in these funds automatically reduces the hours we will 
be able to fly in the Air Force, and this in turn affects the ability of the various 
combat commands to train for their combat missions and for the Training Com- 
mand to train properly the required number of personnel. This item also in- 
cludes the funds which are required to build up the reserve stocks of gas and 
oil at our forward overseas bases. If these forward reserves were not in place, 
the ability of the Strategic Air Command to perform its function would be 
seriously curtailed. 


MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 


The second item I shall cover is the cut in the “Maintenance, equipment, and 
supply” item of $120,000,000. These funds provide the equipment that must be 
in the hands of the units in the Air Force to permit them to maintain and operate 
the aircraft in these units. Such items as parachutes and G suits required in 
our high-performance combat aircraft are found in this item. It is from these 
funds that the spare parts for the maintenance of crash fire trucks, tugs and 
ground powered vehicles so necessary to our highly complicated aircraft are 
provided. 


LOGISTICAL SUPPORT 


The third item is the logistic support money where the cut is in the amount 
of $163,026,858. The funds in this item cover the operation of the depot main- 
tenance and supply system of the Air Force throughout the world. These funds 
provide for the overhaul of aircraft engines and for major depot reconditioning 
and maintenance of aircraft and equipment. It is from this item that our 
funds to pay for the transportation within fiscal year 1953 of some 200,000 tons 
of — from factory to depot to the bases where they are needed must be 
prov ' 

The foregoing three items are merely illustrations. They are, however, 
enough, I think, to show how serious the cut in “Maintenance and operations” 
is. For it is obvious that this cut will strike at some of the most important 
operations of the Air Force, such as the number of hours which Air Force planes 
will be able to fly during fiscal year 1953. 


REDUCTION IN FLYING HOURS 


My best information is that these cuts would reduce the number of flying hours 
by more than 10 percent. 

A reduction of flying hours of this importance bas to be prorated over all 
the flying activities of the Air Force and will certainly damage the ability of 
the Air Force to train its pilots the way they ought to be trained. 


_ The reduction in flying hours will reduce the ability of the Air Defense 
Command to intercept and shoot down enemy bombers. 
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The reduction in flying hours will reduce the ability of the Tactical Air 
Command to do its job of getting air superiority over. the battlefield and 
support the Ground Forces in the ground battle. 

The reduction in flying hours will reduce the ability of the crews of the 
Strategic Air Command by denying them the training which is necessary to 
have them ready for their critical and delicate job. 

The reduction in the number of spares and spare parts and the reduction in 
the maintenance of aircraft would mean that fewer jet engines would be over- 
hauled, fewer parts will be available to return airplanes to condition. .As a 
result the safety of flying will be reduced, the accident rate will be increased, 
and the Air Force will be generally less efficient—all because of insuflicient time 
in the air for training and for practicing and because the aircraft will be main- 
tained below the proper minimum standards. 

It is not sensible or economical to provide bases, schools, and aircraft and 
flying units and then prohibit their proper utilization by cutting down the money 
necessary to have them operate. 

If the committee desires, Under Secretary Gilpatric and members of the Air 
Staff are available to discuss this item of “Maintenance and operations” in the 
fullest detail. 


EFFICIENCY BOUND TO SUFFER 


I now refer back to my citation of the remarks of the House committee 
about the reduction in “Maintenance and operations.” I have attempted to 
answer the statement of the House committee that we could get the necessary 
end product with $600,000,000 less money. I have tried to persuade this com- 
mittee that this is not possible; and that instead we would have to face the 
grievous cuts in efficiency of operation of the Air Force which I have just 
described. Two other points of the House committee remain to be answered. 

The second point of the House committee was that $345,000 for “Public 
information’ should be eliminated. The Air Force accepts this cut to toto. 

The House committee made a third point, namely, that there was an over 
obligation of the “Maintenance and operations” item during the last 2 months 
of each fiscal year. I have inquired into this matter and am informed that 
no such disorderly method of obligating “Maintenance and operations” funds 
exists Air Force-wide. There are a few examples of the piling up of obligating 
action at the end of the year, but these are small in amount and should not be 
used as a basis of generalization as to the Air Force-wide obligations with 
respect to this “Maintenance and operations.” This matter can be covered in 
all the detail the committee may desire in later presentations of Under Secretary 
Gilpatric and members of the Air Staff. 


IV. THe ITEM oF AIRCRAFT AND RELATED PROCUREMENT 


If we can have a restoration of the “Military personnel” item and the “Main- 
tenance and operations” item, then the item of “Aircraft and related procure- 
ment” will become the limiting factor in the build-up of the Air Force toward 
the 143-wing force. 

The House reduction of $560,000,000 in new obligating authority for “Aircraft 
and related procurement” would eliminate approximately 675 aircraft and would 
delay the date of modernization of the Air Force by about 6 to 9 months beyond 
the middle of calendar year 1955. 

It was not the intention of the House committee to produce this result. In the 
explanatory notes of the House committee on H. R. 7391, on page 49, the com- 
mittee makes the following statement about the reasons for its cut in the aireraft 
procurement figure: 

“The committee recommends an over-all reduction in this appropriation of 
$560,000,000, leaving for appropriation $12,125,044,000 of which $1,685,044,000 
is to liquidate prior contract authority. It is not the purpose of the committee 
in recommending this reduction that the number of aircraft to be procured shall 
be reduced, rather it is hoped that from the funds appropriated for the procure- 
ment of aircraft that by efficiencies and reductions in cost additional aircraft may 
be procured for the same money. The committee is of the opinion that some very 
material reductions can be made in the numbers of spares and spare parts and 
that by better administrative procedures lower prices can be obtained. The 
committee was encouraged by the statement of the commanding general of the 
Air Matériel Command and his explanation of the efforts being made to secure 
better prices.” 
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I call especial attention to the statement of the House committee that: “Jt is 
not the purpose of the committee in recommending this reducion that the number 
of aircraft to be procured should be reduced.” [Italics supplied.] 

To achieve this result of getting the same number of aircraft with $560,000,000 
less, the committee suggests two methods: (1) general efficiencies and reductions 
in cost and (2) reduction in the number of spares and spare parts. 


LOWER PRICES FOR AIRCRAFT 


What this means is that it is hoped that we shall get lower prices from the 
aircraft industry for the planes. All I can say to the committee is that these 
figures are the best possible pricing that we have been able to forecast for the 
planes that we want to order in fiscal year 1953. There is no point in our under- 
estimating the cost of these airplanes. Every effort is being made to hold the 
prices which the aircraft industry gets to the lowest possible level. The Govern- 
ment is, moreover, protected under law by renegotiation procedures. Despite our 
effort to get the best possible prices for these aircraft, we cannot guarantee any 
reduction in the unit cost as contained in the budget. To arbitrarily assume we 
will be able to make such reductions would be a very risky business indeed. It 
would, as I have said, delay the modernization of the force by something near a 
year. 

REDUCTION IN SPARES 


On the question of spares and spare parts referred to in the committee’s ex- 
planatory notes: It is not possible to reduce this item as has been suggested with- 
out seriously interfering with the operation of the force. Nor would it produce 
anything other than an illusory reduction if we were to reduce the number of 
spares, for the simple reason that the spares are necessary to operate the aircraft. 
Nobody has suggested that we are buying too many spares for the aircraft. I 
think that what the House committee had in mind was that we explained to them 
that we were pursuing various methods to cut down the amount of the spares 
which would be necessary by locating them as near as possible to the point of 
use. The projected figure in our budget gives effect, however, to all these econo- 
mies. There are no further economies, beyond those on which we have reported, 
which we think could justify.a reduction in the figure for spares and spare parts. 

I feel that we may have misled the House committee by our discussion of the 
savings we had already made in the Air Matériel Command in the handling of 
spares and spare parts. It may have given the committee the impression that we 
would be in a position to effect still further savings of the type already put into 
effect. I hope that this may be the case, and although we shall continue to seek 
savings we certainly cannot count on them in estimating the amount of the spares 
and spare parts which we will need during the forthcoming fiscal year 1955. 

Also, it may have been that the House committee misunderstood us and thought 
that the savings which we had already put into effect before calculating our 
budget remained yet to be effected. Such is not the case and there are no other 
corresponding savings in view at the moment, 


EFFECT OF CUT ON PRODUCTION 


What the $560,000,000 cut comes down to, to get away from these details, is 
that if it stays in effect the modernization of the 143-wing force will be pushed 
from 6 te 9 months into the future by reason of this reduction. 

Now it has been suggested that cuts in aircraft production could be absorbed 
at the end of our program with a very short time delay. It has been suggested 
that the delay would be only for about 24% weeks, that it would be equal to the 
$560,000,000 cut divided by the $11,000,000 requested in the original aircraft 
procurement request related to the period of 1 year, or 2% weeks. 

Unfortunately such a vertical application of the production cut is not feasible. 
Such a simple method of applying a cut will just not work with continuous 
production lines. Any such cut would have to be spread over a substantial period 
of time in order to keep production lines flowing at a substantially even keel. 
Applied to this case it would take about 10 to 12 months to cut down the 675 
planes which would have to be cut out of the program if the $560,000,000 slash 
is to be maintained. 

It is also worth pointing out that the lowering of production monthly rates, 
which would be required by the $560,000,000 cut, would inerease unit costs and 
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would therefore probably make for a reduction in the number of planes greater 
than the figure of 675 as well as generally cutting the number of planes which 
the Air Force dollar would be able to buy. 


DELAY IN MODERNIZATION 


But the most important fact about the $560,000,000 cut is not this detail 
It is the delaying of the modernization of the 143-wing force from 10 to 12 
months. 


V. Tue ITEM or MAJor PROCUREMENT OTHER THAN AIRCRAFT 


The Air Force asked for $1.3 billion for “Major procurement other than air- 
craft.” The House committee recommended an over-all reduction of $170,000,000, 
An additional $130,000,000 was cut from this item on the House floor. This is 
the $130,000,000 item I have already discussed as part of the three cuts made 
on the House fioor for the purpose of preventing the Air Force from setting up 
an alleged third supply system. I repeat only that if these supplies are taken 
out of this item they will have to be deducted from the articles which the Air 
I‘orce should buy and have, if it is to operate properly. It has nothing to do 
with the supply sysem. I accordingly request the restoration of this $130,000,000. 

Now about the $170,000,000 cut recommended by the committee : The committee 
states, in substance, its reasons for the $170,000,000 cut as follows: 

“(1) It is not the intention of the committee to reduce items such as ammuni- 
tion ‘but the procurement of such items may be had through less cost if proper 
management procedures and careful planning of requirements are followed.’ 

“(2) In the field of ground powered and marine equipment, major reductions 
can be accomplished through better utilization of the vehicles and equipment and 
better management in their use. The tables of organization and equipment for 
such ground powered and marine equipment can be cut down. These tables, it is 
said, were written years ago and are not up to date. 

“(3) The procurement of electronics and communications equipment ‘falls into 
the area where major savings should be made through better procurement prac- 
tices and better management contracts.’ 

“(4) For training equipment and numerous items under the heading of ‘Other 
major equipment,’ the same major savings ‘should be made through better pro- 
curement practices and better management contracts,’ ” 


WHERE COULD SAVINGS BE MADE? 


The Air Force has carefully reviewed these suggestions in an earnest effort 
to see where savings could be made. It is my duty to report to you that we are 
unable to assure this committee that any savings are possible in these items with- 
out a reduction in the number of articles to be procured and in a reduction in the 
efficient operation of the 143-wing force. As I shall point out, we are making 
vigorous efforts to effect reductions in every item that we procure; and if they 
can be made they will be. But I cannot take the responsibility of forecasting 
that we can make reductions in this item without interfering with the ability of 
the Air Force to do its job. 


DISTRIBUTION OF REDUCTION 


The Air Force has studied how it could handle the $300,000,000 cut if it is to 
be made and decided that the minimum damage would result from the following 
reductions: 


I lis ciliate sete thd Aibkan dba sachin cases antaieniae $60, 000, 000 
Reduction of ground powered equipment__.___--___-__------_--__ i Eo 
Reduction in electronic equipment, mainly for radar screen_______~ 70, 000, 000 
Reduction in training equipment such as mock-ups for K bombsights 

and training equipment such as flight simulators_._._________--_~ 30, 000, 000 


Reductions in other major equipment such as meteorological, test, 
flying field and shop, and classified atomic equipment_.......-__- 


Briefly summarizing the effect of these cuts: 

(1) The ammunition cuts affect mainly the new guns which are now being 
developed and installed in the B—47 and F-84. If the cut is sustained the result 
will be that these planes, if they were called upon to operate in combat, would 
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not have sufficient ammunition to fight. There would also be, in peacetime, inade- 
quate training ammunition. I believe that the suggestion that we could get the 
same amount of ammunition that we need for less money comes from a misun- 
derstanding of the presentation of General Rawlings of the Air Matériel Com- 
mand. He pointed out our current attempts to produce economies in the air 
matériel operation; but I believe that the House committee failed to under- 
stand that the amounts requested have given effect to all of his forecast econo- 
mies. The*impression seems to have been that he was forecasting economies 
for the future which had not been attempted in the past and were not currently 
part of air matériel practice. This impression is incorrect. 

(2) Ground powered and marine equipment: The Air Staff has assured me, 
after full discussion of the matter, that it is not possible to achieve further 
reductions in ground powered and marine equipment by lowering the tables of 
equipment. The amounts requested for this item give effect to the current exami- 
nations being made of our tables of equipment by teams which have gone through- 
out the whole Air Force structure from Korea to Washington for the very pur- 
pose of making cuts in these tables of equipment. In short, the figures submitted 
are at a lower level than would normally be estimated and do give effect to hopes 
for economies in the tables of equipment during the forthcoming fiscal year. 

(3) Electronics and communication equipment: It is suggested by the House 
committee that major savings could be made through better procurement prac- 
tices and better management contracts. I believe that this statemnt again 
refers to the presentation by General Rawlings in which he described the past 
and current practices of the Air Force. I repeat that the figures as submitted do 
give effect to General Rawlings’ estimate of the savings that can be effected 
through good management and procurement procedures on which I have already 
commented. 

(4) Training equipment and “Other major equipment”: The House committee 
suggested that major savings could be made in these items through better pro- 
curement practices and better management contracts. So far as the training 
equipment is concerned, I am unable to discover just how any savings can be 
made through better practices. I think that this is another case where the com- 
mittee misunderstood the presentation of General Rawlings and did not realize 
that General Rawlings’ testimony as to better procurement practices referred to 
practices which he hoped to put into effect and to which effect was given in the 
Air Force budget estimates. 

The item of “Other major equipment” to which the committee refers consists 
in the main of special equipment for the meteorological support of the Air 
Force, development of and procurement of new photographic and other equip- 
ment so vital to our reconnaissance operation, and one major item in which I am 
sure you will be interested, classified equipment necessary to the atomic-enery 
program of the Air Force. Again, I was unable to discover where any major 
savings could be made in these very important items. I think again there was 
a misapprehension as to the nature ef General Rawlings’ testimony. 


NO LARGE STOCKS 


One other general point may be mentioned with respect to this item of “Major 
procurement other than aircraft.” We have not been asking for large amounts 
of stocks of the various things in this item. On the contrary, through a series of 
cuts from the original Air Force figure which came into headquarters, a reduc- 
tion of about 50 percent in this item was effected within the Air Force itself so 
as to have all these items only at the safe margin. Particularly is this true in 
the electronics industry, where we have been told there would be a shortage of 
production capacity for these items. I feel justified in recommending urgently 
to you the restoration of all of this item. 


DELAYING EFFECT OF REDUCTION 


One word as to the delaying effect of the $300,000,000 reduction. 

This delaying effect is governed by lead time. For all items other than elec- 
tronic equipment and flight simulators and certain types of communication 
equipment, the lead time is a year or less. Therefore, a reduction on these items 
would not have the effect (assuming that we get the items restored in the fiscal 
year 1954 budget) of delaying the date of readiness of the Air Force beyond the 
middle of calendar 1955. However, as to the items of electronics equipment such 
as heavy radar sets, the lead time runs in the neighborhood of 2 years. There- 
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fore, a restoration of these items in the fiscal 1954 budget would not enable us 
to have the 143-wing force in full readiness by the end of fiseal year 1955, but 
would push forward its date of readiness to the neighborhood of the end of 
fiscal year 1956. 

But even as to the items which do not extend the date of readiness, beyond 
the end of fiscal year 1955, the effect of the reduction will be to interfere with 
the state of readiness between now and the end of fiscal year 1955. I consider 
this undesirable. : 


VI. THE ITEM OF RESERVE PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS AND AIR NATIONAL GUARD. 


The House bill cut the appropriations for our Reserve components by elimi- 
nating $2,200,000 in “Reserve personnel requirements,” and $10,000,000 in funds 
for the Air National Guard. The Air Force has accepted the cut in Reserve 
personnel as recommended by the House committee since there is a reasonable 
doubt as to our ability to recruit to the fiscal year 1953 programed strength. We 
wish, however, to ask for a restoration of the Air National Guard item. It is 
not contested, I believe, that this sum is necessary to develop properly the Air 
National Guard. We must reconstitute the Air National Guard without delay 
after it returns to inactive status. I submit that the guard has proved its worth 
during the last 20 months in Korea and elsewhere, and should be supported. 


VII, CONTINGENCIES 
I shall be glad to explain this item to the committee, off the record. 
VIII. Conclusion 


I request the restoration of all the Air Force reclama of $1,644,420,858 in 
order to bring into being the modernized 143-wing force by the end of fiscal year 
1955. 

In making this request, I wish to again emphasize that, in my opinion, the 
time as of which the 143-wing force should be ready is today. If the date of 
July 1, 1954, is to be regarded as a critical date as of which we should be ready, 
I say that this date can be accepted only because it was impossible to have the 
143-wing force ready at any earlier point in time. That date of July 1, 1954, 
should not, in my opinion, be regarded as the real point in time as of which we 
need this 143-wing force. It is and was only the date as of which we could get 
it. Now the date as of which we can get it is midcalendar 1955. But. this 
should not obscure the fact that the date we ought to have it is today. 


IX. COMMENTS ON SEcTION 638 or H. R. 7391 


Section 638 of H. R. 7391, the so-called Smith amendment, approaches the 
problem from a different angle. The general House cuts make specific reductions 
in our appropriations. The Smith amendment has a limitation of a different 
kind; it specifies that the Military Establishment (the three service depart- 
ments and the Department of Defense) shall not spend more than $46 billion 
during fiscal year 1953. 

The Smith amendment did not allocate this limitation as among the services. 
It has accordingly been tentatively divided by the Department of Defense. 
The spending limit assigned to the Air Force is $17.4 billion. : 

In fact, the Air Force will require $19.2 billion of expenditures during fiscal 
year 1953 if it gets the $20.7 general appropriation and the $1.5 Public Works 
appropriation which it is currently asking from Congress. If section 688 is 
enacted, the effect therefore will be to cut off the difference between $19.2 and 
$17.4 billion, or $1.8 billion from expenditures during fiscal year 1953. 


PROCUREMENT SUFFERS MOST 


The burden will fall mainly on the jiong-lead items. The reason for this is 
that the expenditures that have to be made during the fiscal year 19538—such as 
the pay of personnel and current consumption of petroleam—will have to be- 
first honored. Thereafter will come the items which are substantially com- 
pleted. For example, an aircraft which is almost finished at the beginning of 
the fiscal year obviously should be completed in order to avoid a reckless waste 
of public funds. The burden, therefore, will fall in the main on the longer’ 
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lead-time items—in other words, on those items which have either only gotten 
started or have not been started at all. 

The effect of section 688, as a part of H. R. 7391, is shown graphically on the 
accompanying chart. 

Section 638 in the main aggravates the House appropriation cuts during the 
period January 1953 to June 30, 1955. As will be seen from the chart, the effect 
of section 688 added to the House appropriation cuts will be to reduce our 
modernized wings as of fiscal 1953 by about 14 percent; to reduce our modern- 
ized wings at the end of fiscal 1954 by about 25 percent ; to reduce our modernized 
wings as of the end of fiscal 1955 by about 18 percent from the planned strength 
of the Air Force to achieve the modern 143-wing force. After the end of fiscal 
year 1955, as the chart shows, section 638 will have spent its effect on long- 
lead procurement—unless, of course, an expenditure limitation is added in fiscal 
year 1954. If this is done along the lines of the present section 638, we may 
say that the modernized force of 143 wings will never be attained. 

It is this cut in the striking power of the Air Force which is the most serious 
effect of section 638. I may, however, make reference to certain detailed effects 
on the Air Force if section 688 were enacted. Secretary Lovett has already 
covered this matter quite fully. I will emphasize certain points which bear 
particularly on the Air Force problem. 

An expenditure limitation cannot be appraised except as‘it applies to a 
specific appropriation ; and I am referring section 638 to the Air Force’s request 
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for $20.7 billion for general purposes and for $1.5 billion for public works, both 
for fiscal year 1953. These appropriations, as I have already said, would produce 
a spending by the Air Force of $19.2 billion during fiscal year 1953 with only $17.4 
billion available, and would show a deficit of $1.8 billion. 


EFFECT OF EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 


The effect of this in specifics would be to weaken the posture of the Air Force 
by a loss of modern aircraft for 10 combat wings during fiscal year 1953 and 
fiscal year 1954; would reduce aircraft production by at least 3,000 aircraft 
during the 18 months’ period of January 1, 1953, to June 30, 1954; would destroy 
all of the momentum which has now been obtained in the aircraft industry; 
would produce an operational training level which would not permit even the 
wings in being to be in a satisfactory and safe condition; and would substan- 
tially reduce the possibility of these wings carrying out their assigned tasks 
should they be called upon to engage in combat. 

These things, grievous as they are, are, however, not the matters on which I 
believe the committee should focus its attention. The important point of the 
Smith amendment is that—whether applied to the $20.7 billion budget as sub- 
mitted by the President or to the budget as reduced by the House cuts in appro- 
priations—it drives the date of readiness of a force which should be in full 
readiness by the middle of 1954 well out into 1956, and indeed, if coupled with 
the House appropriation cuts, toward the end of fiscal year 1957. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS 


Secretary Frvterrer. In my previous appearance I discussed the 
effect of the Smith amendment. I have had inserted in this presenta- 
tion a chart showing the total modern combat wings on the assump- 
tion $21.4 billion would be available for the Air Force for all purposes 
except public works; on the assumption we get $19 billion for all pur- 
poses except public works, which is the figure to which we were reduced 
by the House cut. 

Senator Maysanx. How much is public works? 

Secretary Frnuetrrer. We are asking for $1,538,000,000. But we 
have told the House Armed Services Committee that we would also 
ask for a second slice in the beginning of calendar 1953 of $1,300,000,- 
000, approximately. 

Senator Maynank. That is $2,800,000,000? 

Secretarv Finuetrer. Yes. 

Senator Maypanxk. What is that for, airfields? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir. That is really basically to take care 
of two things: First, the slack that we have for the 95-wing force, the 
deficiencies that we have for that, and the necessary public works to 
take care of an increase of 50 percent in the Air Force from 95 wings 
to 143 wings, overseas and domestic as well. 

Senator Maysank. How much is overseas and how much is do- 
mestic ? 

Secretary Frnterrer. We will get that for the record. In the 
$1,538,000,000, the amount for overseas is about $800,000,000, the exact 
amount to be supplied later. 

(The information requested follows:) 


RN in SS a i eo eb ls $49, 329, 000 
Zone ek tthe tberiow.. 550s Sc i ot ks Bel gay 920, 675, 000 
OVO III Sok Shiai oS td. cataidite otal iiieee Utne Stk fed Ee) 567, , 000 
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INTERDEPENDENCE OF PUBLIC-WORKS PROGRAM 


Senator Maypanx. Which is the most important, because that is 
another thing that has me worried? What is the use of building air- 
fields unless you have the planes and engines to use at the airfields. 
Like Senator Hayden asked you about the chambers of commerce, 
for instance, they would like to have an airfield; but, when it comes 
to voting money for the Regular Air Force, they all want to economize. 

Secretary Finuerrer. The Senator’s question: Which is the most 
important, public works or general appropriation ? 

Senator Mayspank. Yes. 

Secretary Finterrer. I would say that the entire Air Force program 
submitted here, including publie works, is an interdependent program. 

Senator Maypank. I understand that. You know they passed the 
authorization bill, but when it comes to passing appropriations for 
that, they do not do that. We have confusion over here with veterans’ 
hospitals. They want to build $94 million worth of hospitals; yet, 
still, they will not appropriate the money to run the hospitals we have 
now. 

Senator O’Manonry. There will not be public-works funds in this 
bill. If we will proceed in an orderly manner and get the story with 
respect to the wings that are required, then we can tackle this public- 
works business a little bit later. I do not mind saying that, so far as 
lam personally concerned, I have always viewed with alarm—putting 
it in quotes—“the expenditure of funds to build air bases overseas.” 

Senator Ferevson. I want to say if you build them and do not have 
planes to man them, they are apt tobe taken by the enemy. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes, and used against us. 

Senator Maynank. I am just trying to get on the record which is 
the most important, because you and the Secretary know I have always 
ps a not only to vote for the additional wings you need but to try 
to help. 

Secretary Finiterrer. Yes; you have. 

Senator O’Manonry. Allright, Mr. Secretary. 


DEFERRED DATE OF AIR FORCE POWER 


Secretary Frnterrer. I will say this chart which is included in my 
presentation shows in general lines tlie situation that would result 
from our getting the $21.4 billion for all purposes except public works, 
the $20.7 billion which we are now asking for with the approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget, or the $19 billion that we would get with 
the House cut. 

As I have already said to the committee, in my opinion if we do not 
get the $20.7 billion, we will have a reduction in our air power, the 
deferring of our air-power date of readiness to the end of fiscal year 
1957 for a force which we ought to have in being by the end of fiscal 
year 1954. I want to state very seriously and solemnly to the com- 
mittee I believe that any such deferral would be extremely dangerous 
to the national interest; that it is not justified on any ground whatso- 
ever, economically or otherwise. 

Senator Fereuson. When you use the on there, the money, 
you mean even to the point of deficit spending ? 
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Secretary Frntxrrer. Yes, sir; I do. Shall I get off on that subject, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Frerevuson. I did not want to take you off, but I want to be 
sure you mean that. 

Secretary Frxterrer. I will be glad to state what I think about that. 
1 believe two things about deficit spending. First of all, deficit spend- 
ing is extremely bad and should be avoided where possible. I there- 
fore believe that the correct policy should have been to increase taxes 
during this year to meet these additional expenditures and the pro- 
jected deficit. I say that despite the fact that a great element of these 
expenditures are on capital account. In the case of a private com- 
mercial corporation, the normal way of handling such an increase in 
capital account would have been to have sold bonds. 


CAPITAL ACCOUNT 


Senator Fereuson. What do you figure is the capital account, the 
way these planes become obsolete ? 

Secretary Frxuerrer. I am not saying there is not a high rate of 
depreciation, but I am saying there is a capital account in the Air 
Force of the United States because that is just like an insurance policy. 
That is the thing that is protecting this country from physical destrue- 
tion and, incidentally, in money terms, from having to spend figures 
geometrically beyond anything we are talking about. 

I therefore think a budget deficit is to be avoided and should be 
avoided in one of two ways, either by the increase in taxes to pay for 
it, which in a way is paying out of current account for capital-account 
items, which is a very conservative thing to do, or by the selling of 
Government securities. I am not an expert on United States bends, 
and there may be objections to that, but I say that the real remedy, 
whatever it may have been, was certainly not to cut our imsurance 
premiums. 


IMPORTANCE OF ATR POWER 


Senator Frerevson. Do you claim that the Air is more impertant 
than the other functions of the military? 

Secretary Finierrer. It is very difficult for me to answer that ques- 
tion. I believe that the keystone of the force, which must defend this 
country, is land-based air power. I believe that unless you have the 
right kind of land-based air power, as the keystone around whieh the 
integrated force must be built, you are not going to have the right 
kind of force to deal with the problems of the future. 

Senator Frercuson. That would indicate that, if you were going to 
have the kind of defense, then, we should have, the Air would come 
first ? 

Secretary Frxterrer. I do not know what comes first in an inte- 
grated machine. 

Senator Frrevson. In a keystone you would have to have that in. 

Secretary Finterrer. An arch is not much good unless it has some- 
thing other than a keystone. 

Senator Fercuson. But at least it has to have that. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. That is what I am saying. I am saying that 
you must have the right kind of land-based air power if this country 
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is to have safety, and you must have it as close to the end of fiscal 
year 1954 as you can get it. 


BUDGET DEFICIT 


If I may go back to the other point, about whether this country 
can afford it, the thing that troubles me, Senator, is the deficit in 
governmental spending. That I think is inflationary and that I think 
is bad. But I repeat what I said to Senator Hayden: If you are not 
going to raise the taxes, if you cannot sell the Government bonds, 
then it is much better to run the risk of inflation by a deficit than it 
is not to have the kind of military force that is needed. 

Senator Frreuson, Of course, selling the Government bonds is the 
only way you can run a deficit. That is what you mean by running 
your deficit ¢ 

Secretary Frinuerrer. That is exactly what I mean. But I am 
talking about the inflationary aspect of the problem, and the selling 
of Government bonds obviously pulls purchasing power out of the 
market and diminishes pro tanto the inflationary aspect of the deficit. 

Senator Fercuson. They go into the banks and they become usable 
for credit, even five times what they are. 

Secretary Frntetrer. Yes, sir. You are getting me out of my field. 
now. I am talking about the “E”-bond type that pulls purchasing 
power effectively out of the market. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I say, Mr. Secretary, we do not seem to 
get you very far away from your field, no matter what subject you 
get into. 


PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION OF CONSUMER GOCDS 


Secretary Fixierrer. | would like to say something else; that is, I 
believe that it is a fact that today, right at this moment, the amount 
of the national product which is available for nonmilitary purposes 
is about as great as any recent year in our history and considerably 
greater than it was in previous years, and also the per capita con- 
sumption of consumer goods is now higher than at any time in this 
history. If the committee wants to go into it, I have a couple of 
charts on the subject. 

Senator Fercuson. Are you talking about dollars or volume ? 

Secretary Frxverrer. Dollars. Do you want to see that chart ? 

Senator Frrcuson. I would like to have that in the record. 

Secretary Finverrer. Could I display that chart a moment so I 
can put it in the record ¢ 

Senator O Manonry. Certainly. 

Secretary Frxuerrer. We have two charts, the national-product 
chart and the per-capita-consumption chart. 

Senator O’Manoney. The situation, of course, is this: that the 
United States is the richest country in the world, with more employed 
than ever in its history, with the largest personal national income ever 
in its history; heavy taxes, of course, greatest taxes in history. 
Greater debt ever in history, but nevertheless it is living on a higher 
plane of luxury than any other people in the whole history of the 
world, and we are afraid of insurance to protect this great opportunity 
which we have. 
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Secretary Frnierrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frrcuson. I would like to add in there: the American 
people and the capacity of the people in the free-enterprise system 
account for that. 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, that is right. I have been saying that for 
15 years to a deaf audience. 

Secretary Frnuetrer. This chart, very briefly, which I now offer 
for the record, is the proportions of the gross national product used 
for national security and other purposes. This black part shows the 
amount of the national product expressed in billions of dollars at 
stable 1951 prices. 

This black part is the amount that is used for national security, 
and the red part is the part which is used for all other purposes. 
These slightly different shadings here—— 

(The chart referred to follows :) 
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GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 


Senator Frreuson. You are dealing in dollars, of course? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir; for the years 1952 and 1953 they 
are estimated. The rest are real historical figures. 

The significant thing is that the amount of the gross national 
product in dollars at 1951 prices is higher during these years, with 
which we are dealing—namely, 1951, 195 2, and 1953—than at any 
previous time in history, even higher than the prewar years. For ex- 
ample, in the case of 1938 the amount of the gross national product 
available for other purposes is about $162 billion at 1951 prices, 
whereas for the year 1951 the amount of the national ore avail- 
able for other purposes than national security is about $289 billion. 

Senator Fercuson. Are you figuring in the population i increase ¢ 

Secretary Finuerrer. [ am sorry, I have another chart whieh I will 
be very glad to bring up showing the per capita effect, which is very 
slightly different from that, Senator Ferguson. 

Senator Haypen. Your chart shows that the American people have 
more money to buy what they want than they ever had before, and 
are making the purchases, which shows the absolute soundness of your 
argument ‘that under those circumstances they’ could afford to have 
Pp 1id more taxes than they are paying because they would have more 
left after taxes than they ever had before. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frrcuson. You ask the people whether that is true. 

Senator O’Manroney. The people do not like to pay the taxes. 

Senator Ferguson. No, but ask them if they can and live. You 
have to take the value of the dollar into consideraion, the purchasing 
power. 

Secretary Finverrer. This is 1951 prices. I regret I do not have the 
per capita one because I think my per capita chart, which I ask leave 
to present later, does show exactly what Senator Hayden says is true 
and that, in their per capita consumption, the people are better off 
today than at any previous time. 

Senator Haypen. They have had more to eat, wear better clothes, 
are better housesd than ever before in all times. There is ne doubt 
about that at all. What I am trying to say is that these military 
expenditures that we have been making have been no serious burden 
to them up to now. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. No, sir; but I would like to, if T may 

Senator Frercuson. The people will not agree with you, Senator 
Hayden. 

Senator Haypen. I understand they do not agree, but the facts 
justify what I am saying. 

Secretary Finverrer. I shall never say that military expenditure 
in itself is a good thing. I would like to see a condition in the world 
where it was zero. I also do not think that deficits in the budget are 
good, but I think the basic question here is not what the people | think, 
becausé I venture to suggest that the people will do whatever is right 
to protect this country, ‘from a hostile menace. I believe the thing 
for them to do at this time, if that is the choice, is to take a budget 
deficit rather than expose their homes and families to destruction by 
the Soviets. 
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EFFECT OF HOUSE CUT 


Now, this presentation, Mr. Chairman, which I am going to make— 
I am going to paraphrase my statement as rapidly as possible—is to 
answer the question: Why is it that a cut of less than $2 billion in 
an appropriation does cause this extremely damaging effect of push- 
ing the Air Force date of readiness way out beyond what it should 
be? This is a technical matter. I go into the matter in considerable 
detail. I would like to explain to the chairman why I did that. 

I regard this matter so vital to this country that I want to be sure 
that-every possible argument that I can get hold of has been met and 
answered. The result is that I have a very detailed statement to pre- 
sent to you which may possibly bore you if I get down to these details. 
But. I would like to say one general thing about the House action. 

In the first place, although it may not sound that way, I am not 
criticizing the House for its action. I am criticizing ourselves. We 
failed somehow or other, despite, I assure you, earnest efforts on the 
part of all of us, to get over our story to the House, because time and 
again as you read through the House comments on what they did you 
will see that they did not intend to cut this fighting power of the Air 
Force and they thought they were not doing so. I have asked myself 
often the question, Why is it the House, especially with that particu- 
larly able committee before whom we presented our case, did do this 
to us? Because I do not think they meant to, and they worked very 
hard at it. 

I think the answer is that at that time there was an atmosphere, 
which has been referred to at this committee meeting this morning as 
an attitude to which the chambers of commerce and various other 
organizations contributed by asserting (without being able to have the 
facts before them) that certain cuts could be made and still give us the 
same thing. To put it in sharp form, they said we could get something 
for nothing, or in other terms, there was so much waste in the Mili- 
tary Establishment that all you had to do was to cut that off with an 
ax and still you would get the striking power. 

Now, the reason I have prepared such a long statement here is that 
I wanted to satisfy myself again, as I did in the past, that this was 
not so. I wanted to be in a position to say to the Senators what the 
answers were with respect to any particular aspect of it. 


INTERDEPENDENCE OF AIR FORCE PROGRAM 


What I am going to say now is not detail and this bears on the 
question that Senator Ferguson was asking. You will remember 
ihat I mentioned that we cut this program very sharply in two respects. 
Before I get to that let me make another point. That is what I call 
the interdependence of the Air Force program. 

I said a moment ago, in answer to a question from Senator May- 
bank, as to which was the most important, airfields, machines, or men, 
T said the whole business is interdependent. This chart on the left 
synchronizes in with the chart on the right to show why that is true. 
In this chart on the right, here in the first column on the chart (which 
incidentally is contained in part in my presentation) we have what the 
Air Force submitted. This is the $20.7 billion. It is a little confusing 
because we have to have contract authority, we have to have cash 
to liquidate some contract authority of previous years in the case of 
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aircraft and related procurement, so this $12 billion figure may mis- 
lead you. 


ALLOCATION OF HOUSE CUT 


The real figure we are asking for for this coming fiscal year is $11 
billion for aircraft and related procurement. Likewise in the acquisi- 
tion of and construction of real property, as the committee sees, the 
items cancel out, we are asking for nothing for that. The real figure 
is what we come down to here, this repeated figure of $20.7. What did 
the House do? I repeat, I am talking not of the Smith amendment at 
all. This has nothing to do with the Smith amendment. This is the 
appropriation cut. The House cut a total $1,677,965,858. Now, the 
House divided its cuts among certain specific items, $560 million for 
aircraft and related procurement ; $300 million for major procurement 
other than aircraft; $28 million maintenance and operation; $167 
million for military personnel, and so on, until we reach the figure 
of $1,677 million. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


The Air Staff looked into that to see what we needed to get back. 
The answer was that we needed to get back practically everything. We 
needed the amount we are now nur you to restore, $1,644,420,858, 
for the Air Force appropriation. If you give us that money, we will 
get you the 126, and assuming we get the necessary money next year, 
always an important proviso, we will get you the 126 combat wing 
force substantially complete by the end of fiscal year 1955. 

If you do not give us that money, the date of readiness will be post- 
poned so far as I am concerned beyond acceptable—— 

Senator O’Manoney. May I ask you to turn to page 2 of your state- 
ment. I want to make sure that there has not been a little misstate- 
ment of calendar and fiscal years there. I understood this chart which 
you originally submitted to us and which is appended as tab A to this 
statement, that the critical period is the beginning of fiscal year 1955, 
that is, the 1st of July 1954, is it not? 

Secretary Frnterrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. Is that not the date on which you wanted 
these wings ? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you say here midcalendar 1955. 

Secretary Finverrer. That is the stretch-out, sir. That is the $20.7 
billion. That is what I am asking the committee for. 

Senator O’Manoney. But that is the stretch-out ? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonzy. That is not what you asked the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for? 

Secretary Finerrer. It is not what we asked the Bureau of the 
Budget for. 

Senator O’Manonry. You asked the Chief of Staff for something 
more, I take it. 

Secretary Frvterrer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 


STRETCH-OUT OF AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT 


Senator O’Manoney. Now, read that sentence on page 2 to make 
sure it is precisely what you mean. 
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Secretary Frnuerrer (reading) : 
The effect of these reductions— 


and I am referring here to the reduction that the House made, namely, 
$1,677,965 ,858— 

The effect of these reductions would be to delay the coming into being of the 
126 combat wing force from midcalendar 1955 to midcalendar 1957. 

That is correct, because while I would like to have the force by the 
end of fiscal 1954, which is midcalendar 1954, we have been authorized 
to ask for it only to the extent of $20.7 billion, which will bring it into 
being only at the end of fiscal year 1955, namely, the midcalendar 1955. 

Senator O’Manoney. But even if this committee should recommend 
the restoration of the House cut of $1,677,000,000, you would still want 
more than that in order to be able to deliver the 126 wings or a rea- 
sonable facsimile thereof on the 1st of July 1954. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. Yes, sir, and we have lost so much time that 
with present degrees of mobilization we would be a little beyond that, 
no matter how much we got. 

Senator O’Manoney. The delays which have already been caused 
have effected a stretch-out which cannot now be recovered, no matter 
what money we give you ¢ 

Secretary Finterrer. No, sir. 

I was about to make the point of the interdependence of the various 
items. I was just showing the committee what these cuts consisted of. 

Senator Maynank. What I understand you wanted is $21,400,- 
000,000, is that right? You want $21,400,000,000 to be ready by 
July 1954. ' 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maysank. The Budget did not let you ask us for that. 

Secretary Finuerrer. That is right. 


HOUSE CUT IN MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Now I am on the point of the interdependence of these items. I am 
trying to show you how this business of the House choosing certain 
items has an effect way beyond the dollar saving that results. For 
example, let us take the smallest of these items. Let us take the cut 
in ailaes personnel. The cut in military personnel is $167 million, 
whereas the cut in the others is bigger. 

Now, let us look at the chart and see what it does. In terms of 
causing trouble, the cut in military personnel is the most damaging 
of all, although not the greatest in amount. It is that which extends 
us to the end of 1957. We would have some airplanes which might be 
available at the end of fiscal year 1955, but would not have anybody 
to fly them. Or down here, “Maintenance and operations,” which is a 
particularly difficult one. It is impossible to appraise the delaying 
effects of those cuts in “Maintenance and operation.” The whole thing 
is interdependent. So therefore while I certainly do not like the idea 
of broad cuts of any kind whatsoever, I do point out that this selective 
method delays us to various points of time. I want to have that fully 
before the committee. One reason I want to have it before this com- 
mittee is that there was a mistaken notion apparently, judging from 
some of the things I read, that it was cuts in aircraft that I was talking 
about, that that was alone responsible for the delay. 
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As I shall show later in my presentation, the cut in aircraft of $560 
million delays us only about 6 months to a year in our date of readi- 
ness, but the other items, especially this “Maintenance and operation” 
item and this “Military personnel” item, are the ones that really do 
the damage. 


. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE CUT 


You may have seen some arguments to the effect that since this is 
only 675 planes that are being cut off here, which is correct, how can 
675 planes do all that damage? The answer is that it is not 675 planes 
that do the damage. The answer is that these other items, especially 
the items of “Maintenance and operations” and “Military personnel,” 


. the cuts in those items, are doing the damage. 


I want to make that point to the Chairman. I am emphasizing the 
interdependent nature of these items, the impression that has been 
gained is that we would not be ready until fiscal year 1957 only because 
of lack of money for aircraft, which is only $560 million according 
to the House reduction. I have never said that. The thing that has 
caused the jamming out to 1957 are these two items of “Maintenance 
and operations” and this business of “Military personnel.” Aircraft 
and related procurement would only push you out somewhere between 
6 and 9 months, being only $560 million. 

Senator O’Manoney. If every automobile owner in the country 
had to maintain his own maintenance and operation personnel, I 
think the problem would be understood better. 

Secretary Finterrer. Yes, sir: I think so, but this maintenance 
and operation—I despair making it clear—is such a complicated thing. 
But military personnel is the most damaging thing in that House 
cut. 

Senator Haypen. You have cleared up what was firmly fixed in 
my mind, that the reduction of major procurement, procurement of 
aircraft, is what the House had done to us, when as a matter of fact 
the cut in military personnel, in the men able to handle them after 
they are made, is what hurts the most. 

Secretary Frvuerrer. Yes, sir, that with this terribly important 
item, as the Chairman has just pointed out, this “Maintenance and 
operations” item is murder to us. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Secretary, you have a carry-over of about $2 
billion in unexpended funds for “Maintenance and operation,” do 
you not? 

Secretary Frntetrer. No, sir. The “Maintenance and operations” 
is practically limited to one year funds. We have no carrv-over, sir. 
We lose it under the legislation. I think I am correct. Will General 
Stone tell me if I am wrong? 

_ General Asensto. That is the question of unliquidated obligations, 
sir.’ It is a confusion of obligations and expenditures. 
; Senator Younc. That is the thing that may be brought up on the 
oor. 

Secretary Frxierrer. Yes, that problem, Senator Young, has al- 
ways troubled me. I had a chart prepared by the Air Staff. ‘This 
is getting me off my subject. 

Senator Youne. TI think it is important, though, if there is a carry- 
over of unexpended funds in that amount. 
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OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY AND EXPENDITURES 


Secretary Finterrer. That is a very telling argument. This chart 
may be of value to you if you feel that you have to answer that on 
the floor. I will be very glad to discuss it with you further. I now 
submit a chart for the record entitled, “Air Force Obligational 
Authority and Expenditures 1951 to 1953.” 

(The chart referred to follows :) 


ia Fouwe 
OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY & EXPENDITURES 


1951 to 1953 


EXPENDITURES 
(billion $) 





SUMMATION 
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EXPENDITURES \' \ 
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CARRY-OVER FUNDS IN MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 


_ Secretary Finierrer. The chart shows that the obligational author- 
ity for fiscal year 1951, for example, is spent during 5 years. It shows 
that 25 pereent of it only, Senator, was spent in the fiscal year in 
which it was appropriated. Forty percent was expended in the sec- 
ond fiscal os a third was spent in the third, and 6 percent in the 
fourth, and 1 percent in the fifth. 

Senator Youne. According to the budget figure you had carry- 
over of $2 billion in maintenance and operations. 

Secretary Frvuerrer. I will come back to the maintenance and 
operations item specifically. 

If I may show the genera] pattern, because the problem arises not 
only with respect to maintenance and operation but also with respect 
to other accounts. Now, the Senator will see that the same thing 
happens for the obligational authority in fiscal 1952, which I will not 
take the trouble to repeat because it will be shown on the chart, but 
you will notice that the same pattern is followed, namely that. in the 
second year the biggest part of the money is spent, and that there- 
after the amounts gradually diminish. ose are historical. 

By the way, these are previous years. These for previous years, 
1951, 1952 are historical figures, Senator Young. 1953 is obviously 
a forecast, at least histocial only to the point that we have historical 
data. These are entirely forecasts. e are forecasting about the 
same thing. So that a rather interesting thing happens. When you 
get the year 1953 in terms of what you are going to actually spend, 
you add those all up to see what the sources of spending are in terms 
of obligational authority. You will notice that for the fiscal. year 
1953 we will spend moneys from obligational authority from previous 
years from 1951, 1952, and 1953, so that if anybody says, “Well, you 
have a great carry-over of money you have not spent,” the answer is 
that it would be something very peculiar if we did not. It is standard 
operating procedure. 

ACTIVITIES 


This point has to be made clear. When you get to maintenance 
and operations, you are in a ‘different situation. Maintenance and 
operations are 1-year funds. They must be obligated within the year 
as a matter of law,.or else they revert. 

Mr. Gutparric. This $2 billion is POL, clothing, items you order, 
put on contract in fiscal 1952, but not delivered until 1953. 

Senator Youne. That two billion represents funds that are all obli- 

ted ? 

OM. Giupatric. All contracted for. 

Senator Haypen. Has this last chart “Obligational Authority and 
Expenditures” been exhibited to the House committee 


HOUSE POLICY ON CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION 


Secretary Frnuerrer. No, sir. That gets me back to this problem 


of House presentation. cs 
Senator Haypen. Why I ask the question is this: It was the House 
that insisted upon doing away with the custom that we had for many, 
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inany years of oe an appropriation in cash and giving you con- 
tractual authority. I think a great deal of confusion in the public 
mind is due to the fact that the House — that and we accepted 
the change, saying that all the things shall be appropriated in cash. 
So it looks like an enormous amount of money that we have appro- 

riated and there is confusion as to when it is to be spent. Would it 
be better if we could go back to a segregation of the sums of money 
contained in the appropriation bill so that there would be a picture 
of what was expected to be expended during the fiscal year for which 
the eee is made, and then the rest of it set for in contractual 
authority? That would remove any of this confusion. 

Secretary Frxuerrer. There is no doubt about it, there is force in 
the argument that the contractual authority device does reveal to the: 
people more exactly what the situation 1s. There is no question 
about that. Many people I think believe that an appropriation means: 
that the money comes out of the Treasury right away. I hesitate to 
answer your question with any definiteness because I must say I have 
not thought sufficiently about it. I have been rather dealing with the 
situation as it is and having troubles enough with that. 

Senator Haypven. It is plenty of trouble, but again I get back to the 
proposition of what the people think. One day they think, as they 
did immediately after Korea, that we should just break loose and do 
everything and be ready all at once. Then things slow down and they 
take another view. They have another view at the present time, whic 
is that we are not in so much danger after all and we can drag this 
thing out and be safe in doing so. When we meet that kind of situation 
and we make that appropriation containing billions of dollars which 
we know and you know will not be expended during the fiscal year, it is: 
confusing to them. 

Senator Youne. It is almost impossible to explain to anyone who is- 
not conversant with the whole picture. 


PUBLIC ATTITUDE ON CARRY-OVER FUNDS 


Senator Haypen. I received a telegram not so long ago from a very 
alert chamber of commerce that said they had seen in the newspaper 
that there was a carry-over of $8 billion in foreign expenditures, 
therefore there should be no appropriation made of foreign aid of 
any kind this year. Now the money was obligated. There was 
actually $350 million that remained unobligated. They had the figure 
$8 billion. And if there was $8 billion in cold. cash Congress had 
en that had not been used, they were right. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Secretary, may I call your attention to 
pages 27 and 28 of a series of tabulations, dated April 30, 1952. This 
we received from the Department of Defense. This table on pages 27° 
and 28 undertakes to list the amounts available for expenditure and 
expenditure by appropriation for fiscal 1953 for the Department of 
the Air Force. 

It shows, for example, for aircraft and related procurement—IL 
will put the whole thing in the record—that the estimated unexpended 
balance as of June 30, 1952, was $15,064,900,000. That the new obliga- 
tional authority for fiscal 1953 which was requested amounted to $11 
billion, making a total available for expenditure of $26,064,900,000_ 
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Expenditures were estimated at $7,835,000,000 during fiscal 1953, 
thereby leaving an unexpended balance of $18,229,900,000 as of June 
30, 1953. Now, these latter figures of expenditure and the unexpended 
balance, of course, are necessarily estimates. Are those figures correct 
as you understand them to be? 
ecretary Finuetrrer. I will check. I have no doubt whatsoever 

that they are correct. These data are no doubt based on a report 
which the Air Force has submitted to the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and we may assume that it is correct unless I communicate 
later with the chairman. 

Senator O’Manoney. Then I will ask you to take this table and let 
the Air Foree file any statement they may wish to make. 

(See pp. 615 to 617.) 


PROBLEM OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES 


Senator O’Manoney. We want to be very clear about this problem 
of unexpended balances. I think that your testimony this morning 
has gone far to clear up a misunderstanding with respect to un- 
expended balances. So many people, and unfortunately so many 
Members of Congress, seem to feel that if there is an unexpended bal- 
ance, it is money in the bank, money in the Treasury, which has al- 
ready been collected somewhere, whereas, of cotirse, that is not the 
case. The expenditures are made out of the receipts year by year as 
the deliveries of items are made. Then with respect to the military 
personnel requirement, for example, and maintenance and operation, 
obligations may be incurred during the year for which the appropria- 
tion is made, but the payment may have to be made after the expira- 
tion of that year. Not all the members of the Air Force, for exam- 
ple, will have collected their _— pay by the 30th of June, and it 
will be paid during the month of July, for example. The same thing 
has happened with respect to these other items. But the major point, 
the major item on which there is a carry-over, and this is what I 
wanted to point out from this chart on pages 27 and 28, the major item 
is in the category of aircraft and related procurement and the cate- 
gory of major procurement other than aircraft, these total together 
$20,500,000,000 plus, and those expenditures cannot be cut off, the 
right to expend those cannot be cut off without cutting down the 
deliveries, because they are obligated. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 


Secretary Frnuetrer. Yes, sir. I feel, however, that Senator Young 
may have some reservations still about the item of maintenance and 
operations, which the chairman has explained in general terms, that 
maintenance and operations items are items in which the money has 
been obligated during the fiscal year in question but has not been 
spent. But I take it implicit in Senator Young’s questions is why is 
this true in maintenance and operation. The Senator, I take it, will 
concede the obviousness of the fact that this is true in aireraft in rela- 
tion to procurement, but I take it what you are questioning is whether 
that is true in maintenance and operations. 
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Senator Younes. First, I think it would be an accurate statement 
that this committee and the Senate are sold on the need of a greater 
air force, but our problem is proving that there are not sufficient 
funds now in this bill as it came from the House. 

Secretary Finterrer. Yes, sir; that is why I want to answer your 

uestion. First of all, General Stone will give a general answer, but 
then I want a written statement inserted in the record at this point 
explaining in considerable detail just exactly what that breakdown is. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


EXPLANATION OF ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCE MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 
APPROPRIATION AS OF JUNE 30, 1953 


It is estimated that at the close of business June 30, 1953, the unexpended 
balance in the “Maintenance and operations” appropriation will be $2,503,100,000. 
This amount can be distributed in the following four major categories of expense: 

(1) Accrued salaries to civilian employees earned prior to June 30 which will 
be liquidated during the month of July 1953, $69 million. 

(2) Bills for service accrued, due and payable covering such items as gas, 
electric, telephone, and similar utility services; also, Government bills of lad- 
ing, travel expense vouchers, transportation requests, etc.; all of which should 
be liquidated during the months of July and August 1953, $127 million. 

(3) Contractual obligations for other types of services, still to be performed, 
such as contracts for major repair work, rehabilitation of buildings and facilities, 
aircraft modifications, training courses by contract, ete. The period of liquida- 
tion of these contracts will normally run from 3 months to 1 year from the date 
of award and it is estimated that 75 percent of the unexpended balance for these 
purposes will be liquidated by December 1953, $568 million, 

(4) Purchase orders and contractural obligations for these items of equip- 
ment and supplies, and maintenance spares therefor, which are to be delivered 
subsequent to July 30, 1953. Delivery dates are governed by delivery schedules 
prescribed by Air Force procurement agents and in most instances, are contingent 
upon production lead times which, for items procured from this appropriation, 
range from 60 days to 24: months. It is estimated that 50 percent of the un- 
expended balance will be expended by February 1954 and 75 percent will be 
expended by July 30, 1954, $1,789 million. 


BREAKDOWN OF MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 


Senator O’Manoney. Let me first call the attention of Senator 
Young to the tabulation which I have distributed. On the first page 
you will find the breakdown of the “Maintenance and operations” item 
and it will be seen, for example, that accrued salaries to civilian em- 
praess earned prior to the 30th of June, and which will be liquidated 
in July 1953, amounts to $69 million. 


Then under B there are several bills for service accrued and payable, 
such as gas, electric power, telephone, and similar utility service. That 
is $127 million. 

Senator Youna. I think, Mr. Chairman, you ought to insert the 
whole table in the record. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes, I ask that. I will put in the record pages 
27 and 28 of the April + 1952, Department of Defense Tabulation, as 


well as Department of the Air Force explanations of estimated un- 
expended balances as of June 30, 1953. 
(The material referred to follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE—ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED 
JUNE 30, 1953, BALANCES 






APPROPRIATION : AIRCRAFT AND RELATED PROCUREMENT; ESTIMATED 
UNEXPENDED BALANCE: $18,229,900,000 








An unexpended balance as of June 30, 1953, for this appropriation is required 
mainly for the payment for aircraft scheduled for delivery after that date under 
the approved Air Force program. There will be approximately 13,600 aircraft 
delivered after June 30, 1953 over a period of approximately 2 years, These must 
be financed from the fiscal year 1953 and prior appropriations due to the fact 
that the delivery lead time on aircraft now averages 24 months. It is intended 
that the funds requested and carried over would finance the lead time for the 24 
months. Included also are the concurrent delivery of spares and spare parts 
required to support these aircraft during their initial operating periods. In 
addition, approximately $500 million will be paid out in connection with indus- 
trial-plant expansions required for this program. Collectively these balances 
represent about 21 months of expenditures at the rate anticipated in June 1953. 

The other major item requiring expenditures after June 30 1953 is for the 
delivery of a large number of guided missiles. Due to the lead times, which 
range from 12 to 20 months, about $300 million will be required to finance the 
delivery of missiles scheduled for delivery after that date. This amount rep- 
resents 18 months of expenditures at June 1953 rates. 
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APROPRIATION | MAJOR PROCUREMENT OTHER THAN AIRCRAFT; 
ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCE, $2,298,800,000 

















i The anticipated unexpended balance in this appropriation is required to cover 
F the long lead time of items of ammunition, electronics, training aids and other 
& major equipment contracted for from fiscal year 1953 and prior appropriations. 
F The production lead times for these items, including highly complex electronics 
e equipment and certain bombs, range as high as 30 months after the date of 
*, the initial consummation of definitive contractual negotiations. The unexpended 
Z balance is considered, on the average, to be approximately 15 months’ production 
4 of the types of items procured with funds made available within this appropria- 
Z tion. 

Bi 

ul APPROPRIATION : ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION OF REAL PROPERTY; ESTIMATED 
F, UNEXPENDED BALANCE, $806,000,000 

BS The estimated carry-over of prior years unexpended balances reflects the 
if normal relationship between obligations and expenditures incident to the accom- 
Bl plishment of major construction projects. Obligations are liquidated only as the 
= accomplishment of the construction contract progresses. The average time be- 


tween the award of a centract and completion, of construction is generally 8 
ee to 10 months and in some cases may cover as much as 2 years. Appropriations 
a were made available for the fiscal year 1952 program in November leaving only 
a § months for obligation and expenditure in fiscal year 1952. 








APPROPRIATION : MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS ; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCE, 
$2,503,100,000 











The estimated unexpended balance in the “Maintenance and operations” appro- 
priation can be distributed in four major categories of expense: 

(1) Accrued salaries to civflian employees earned prior to June 30 which will 
be liquidated during the month of July 1953, $69 million. 

(2) Bills for service accrued, due and payable covering such items as gas, 
electric, telephone and similar utility services; also, Government bills of lading, 
travel expense vouchers, transportation requests, etc.; all of which should be 
liquidated during the months of July and August 1953, $127 million. 

(3) Contractual obligations for other types of services, still to be performed, 
such as contracts for major repair work, rehabilitation of buildings and facilities, 
aircraft modifications, training courses by contract, etc. The period of liquida- 
tion of these contracts will normally run from 3 months to 1 year from the date 
of award and it is estimated that 75 percent of the unexpended balance for these 
purposes will be liquidated by December 1953, $568 million. 
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(4) Purchase orders and contractual obligations for items of equipment and 
supplies, and maintenance spares therefor, which are to be delivered subsequent 
to July 30, 1953. Delivery dates are governed by delivery schedules prescribed 
by Air Force procurement agents and in most instances, are contingent upon 
production lead times which, for items procured from this appropriation, range 
from 60 days to 24 months. It is estimated that 50 percent of the unexpended 


balance will be expended by February 1954 and 75 percent will be expended by 
July 30, 1954, $1,739 million. 


APPROPRIATION : MILITARY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS ; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED 
* oy ee oBALANCE; $602,000,000 


The estimated unexpended balance includes an estimated savings of $78 ‘mil- 
lion during fiscal year 1952 after financing of the increased requirements gen- 
cohen by ea military pay increase for May and June 1952. (Public Law 346, 

ong. 7 

Of the remaining unexpended balance, approximately $500 million represents 
the normal carry-over for pay and allowances of military personnel, accumu- 
lated withholding tax due the Treasury of the United States, and allotments of 
pay due designated allottees. 

The balance unexpended is required to meet obligations incurred during 1953 
for permanent change of station travel expenses of organizations, individuals, 
and their dependents, including the storage and transportation of household 
goods, and also includes the liquidation of obligations for subsistence procured 
locally during the last 2 months of the fiscal year and for which actual payment 
of vouchers is not made until the early part of the ensuing fiscal year. 


APPROPRIATION; RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED 
BALANCE; $558,100,000 fry [ 


The estimated unexpended balance in the research and development appro- 
priation represents those funds necessary to finance the following: 

(a) Major items of development such as experimental aircraft, engines, guided 
missiles, and major armament and electronic systems for which contracts are 
not completed until satisfactory completion of phases in the developmental 
process. The lead times encountered in research and the development of major 
items of matériel such as those above are frequently longer than those found 
in the procurement programs of these items. 

(b) Long range basie research contracts with certain research institutions 
where the continuity of the staff and operations must be insured. 


APPROPRIATION : RESERVE PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED 
BALANCE: $15,400,000 


The estimated carry-over of unexpended balances into fiscal year 1954 is 
attributable to the fact that this a 2-year appropriation and that pay of reserv- 
ists and ROTC personnel is made on a quarterly basis. The major portion of 
the estimated carry-over is represented by fiscal year 1953 last quarter payrolls. 

In addition, a portion of the unexpended balance is programed for operation 
of the ROFC summer camps which begin in June. Obligations for such items 
as pay, travel, subsistence, and clothing occur in June and July, and therefore 
would be liquidated in fiscal year 1954. 


APPROPRIATION ; AIR NATIONAL GUARD ; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCE $57,000,000 


The estimated unexpended balance carry-over is attributable to the large build 
up in strength and units in the last quarter of fiscal year 1953, which will result 
in large estimated obligations in that quarter. Since obligations will be incurred 
in the last 3 months at a greater rate than in any previous quarter, the normal 
liquidation then would occur for the most part during fiscal year 1954. This is 
particularly true of pay, supplies and equipment. In addition, a large portion 
of construction initiated during fiscal year 1953 will not be completed until fiscal 
year 1954. Obligations for construction are liquidated only as the construction 
progresses. 
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APPROPRIATION : CONTINGENCIES ; ESTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCE $5,300,000 






The estimated carry-over of unexpended into fiscal year 1954, reflects the nor- 
mal relationship between award of contracts and completion of contracts entered 
into during fiscal year 1953. 








ACTIVITIES UNDER MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 






Secretary Finuetrer. The chairman’s very clear explanation also 
dwells on the big item in the amount of $1,739 million. I think that 
the fact that that maintenance and operations is surprisingly large is 
because it includes equipment and supplies, maintenance spares, which 
are costly. That is the explanation for the very large figure. One 
thinks of maintenance and operation as being something that provides 
yetroleum and nuts and bolts and things of that nature, but actually 

c it produces these extremely expensive spares and that is the long 

p lead-time item, and I think that is the basic answer to your question. 

General Sronr. When my turn comes to present a statement, I 
have a rather complete presentation to highlight these points about 
obligations and expenditures which I hope will clarify this question. 

Senator O’Manonry. I know all the members of the committee are 
roing to be busy this afternoon. I am not going to ask you to come 

Cae I think you have covered such a wide range, Mr. Secretary, 

: this morning, that you have gotten in the principal point at least 

that you wanted to emphasize. You have certainly answered very 

promptly and effectively every question which has been propounded 

* to you. I want to compliment you, sir, because you have demonstrated 

that you are fully aware of all of the aspects of this problem as they 

pertain to you. 

i Now, I want to say before you go, Senator Young, that I feel this 

P statement which the Secretary has filed for the record and which will 

. appear in the record, is such a good summary of the fiscal problem 

PB which is presented by this budget, that it would be helpful to Members 

4 of the Senate if we had that printed as a Senate document. Since 

we have the advantage of having with us now the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, who has been a power of veto with respect to Senate 
documents, I am going to suggest that we have this printed as a 

y Senate document. I am going to ask Secretary Finletter to have 

3 the introduction altered a little bit so that it will include the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff figure, the $21.4 billion, so that it will present right 

here on the first two pages a full picture. 


(S. Doe. No. 140, 82d Cong., 2d sess.) 


The committee will be in recess until 10 o’clock Wednesday morning. 
(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., Monday, May 26, 1952, the hearing 
was recessed to reconvene at the call of the Chair.) 































